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ABSTRACT 
AN ANALYSIS OF STUDENT PROGRAMMATIC DELAYS IN 
POSTSECONDARY FLIGHT TRAINING PROGRAMS: 
A NATIONAL STUDY 
MAY 1996 
JON L. BRYAN 
B.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS DARTMOUTH 
M.B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS DARTMOUTH 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor William L. Thuemmel 
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
number of University Aviation Association (UAA) member 
postsecondary institutions that were experiencing student 
delays in flight certification. Such delays can lead to 
increased costs for the student, the failure to complete 
the intended academic program, and an interruption in 
career progression. 
This study queried the aviation program 
administrators of UAA member flight institutions to 
determine the extent of the problem. Through a 
questionnaire, the researcher determined whether a 
relationship existed between student flight curriculum 
progress and certain identified factors at those 
institutions. 
v 
A survey instrument was used to obtain responses to 
questions such as: the level of flight student progress 
delays, institutional policies regarding prepayment for 
flight services, the number of students failing to 
complete their flight training in the semester predicated 
by the syllabus, the impact of weather and finances, the 
use of ground-based training devices, and institutional 
policies relating to flight student incomplete grades. 
The study revealed that approximately 88% of the 
respondents noted that they were experiencing a problem 
with flight student progress delays at their institution. 
The research indicated that institutional financial 
policies, such as the formal determination of flight 
student finances in advance of each semester, were 
factors in reducing "Major” progress delays. 
The use of simulation or ground-based training 
devices was associated with a reduction in the flight 
progress delays. Flight instructor turnover was not a 
substantial factor in the student training delays. 
No relationship was noted between the incidence of 
flight student progress delays and the level of degree 
offered at the postsecondary institutions. A larger 
percentage of the flight student progress delays were 
classified as "Major" at two-year rather than at four- 
year institutions. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Background Statement 
Since the passage of the Airline Deregulation Act 
(ADA) in 1978, the need for professionally-trained air 
carrier pilots in the United States has expanded 
substantially. Major carriers utilized the economic 
freedoms granted by the ADA to expand, and dozens of new 
air carriers received their operating certificates. 
Since World War II, the military had been the major 
source of professional aviators for United States 
airlines. However, with the downsizing of the military 
in the post-Vietnam era and the budget cutbacks of the 
late 1980s, the airlines recruited fewer military-trained 
pilots to staff their cockpits. 
The reduction in military pilot training comes at a 
very inopportune time for the airlines. While the 
United States air carriers have already witnessed a 
decrease in pilot experience levels as a result of recent 
expansion, they are now facing the largest pilot-force 
transition in the history of civil aviation. In the next 
10 years, approximately 23,000 airline pilots will 
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retire; nearly one-third of those currently employed. 
Further, if the airline industry regains profitability, 
it is estimated that an additional 4,500 pilots will be 
needed each year for carrier expansion (Bayles, 1993, 
p. F-l). 
Today, postsecondary academic institutions have 
replaced the military as a major source of cockpit staff. 
The number of postsecondary institutions in the United 
States has grown from 229 in 1950 to 565 in 1985. In 
1950, 33 of those institutions offered flight technology 
courses, with that number increasing to 397 by 1985 
(Rollo, p. 21, 1990). As Bayles (1993) noted, "a few 
years ago, 85% of airline crews learned how to fly in the 
military; by decade's end, only a third will have that 
claim" (p. F-8). 
While the colleges and universities offering 
postsecondary flight training programs do not have the 
aviation resources of the U.S. Air Force or Navy, the 
airlines have found that postsecondary institutions 
produce high-quality, professional aviators. Further, 
most postsecondary programs require that the pilots learn 
critical thinking skills through a substantial component 
of general education and cognate courses (Federal 
Aviation Administration, 1993a). 
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Many postsecondary institutions coordinate their 
curricular offerings through membership in the University 
Aviation Association (UAA), and in conjunction with the 
Airway Science Program (AWS) developed by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) (Schukert, 1992). The 
Airway Science Program was introduced in 1981, by then 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration 
J. Lynn Helms, through the creation of a task force for 
the proposed AWS program (Federal Aviation 
Administration, 1993b). According to Clifford (1985), 
"the Airway Science Program is intended to provide the 
National Airspace System (NAS) and the FAA with a 
dependable source of people who not only are competent 
technically but who also have the academic foundation for 
leadership jobs" (p. 4). 
Thus, the typical career track for the professional 
aviator has changed dramatically in the post-Vietnam, 
post-ADA era. The colleges and universities have 
supplanted the approximately one million dollar per pilot 
government-provided military training. 
Such military training was typically followed by six 
to eight years of active service, providing flight 
experience in high-performance aircraft. The military- 
trained aviator acquired, on average, 3,000 hours of 
flight time. Today's postsecondary aviator typically 
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graduates from his or her institution with 350 hours on 
average. After a brief career as a flight instructor, 
the postsecondary graduate may acquire a total of 1,500 
hours of flight time before being hired by a major 
airline (Bayles, 1993, p. F-8). 
Airline executives are cautious about the transition 
from a primarily military-trained to civilian-trained 
pilot force. However, they see this system of private 
instruction and internship with commuter airlines as an 
economical way of acquiring pilots. According to John 
Kern, vice-president of Northwest Airlines flight 
operations, "The old school would say if you don't have 
the seasoning, your probably not a good risk. But as we 
recognize we're getting high-quality people, the value of 
flight hours will diminish" (Bayles, p. F-8). 
Problem Statement 
As early as 1976, the UAA's standards recognized the 
detrimental effects of a student's flight course progress 
lagging behind the related ground course in a given 
semester. The UAA suggested that "concurrent enrollment 
in flight lecture courses and associated flight lab 
courses or another suitable system of flight lecture/lab 
course integration will facilitate maximum learning" 
(Kiteley, 1976, p. 17). 
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However, many postsecondary flight students at 
Bridgewater State College, a UAA member located in 
Bridgewater, Massachusetts, and the home institution of 
the researcher, fail to achieve their flight 
certification within the time periods prescribed by the 
institution's curriculum. 
The failure of a flight student to complete a flight 
course in the prescribed semester has a negative impact 
on subsequent aviation courses in the student's program. 
Unlike other academic programs at the college, the 
curriculum is less flexible due to the training 
requirements of Federal Air Regulation (FAR) 141. 
Bridgewater students who fail to complete the flight 
courses in a timely manner lose the potential for maximum 
learning achieved in concurrent lab/lecture courses as 
noted by the UAA (Kiteley, 1976, p. 17). Further, they 
often fail to meet the prerequisites of the upcoming 
courses in their curriculum. As a result of this failure 
to meet the prerequisites, many change their major or 
drop out of the program altogether. 
From his experience as an aviation student advisor, 
the researcher has found that the problem of flight 
progression has led to the termination of professional 
pilot career aspirations for many of Bridgewater State 
College's aviation students. 
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As a result of discussions with students and 
graduates from more than 10 other postsecondary aviation 
institutions, similar problems appear to be experienced 
at those institutions as well. With the growing 
importance of postsecondary flight providers as a source 
of air carrier pilots, this problem could negatively 
impact the future availability of professional flight 
crews. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
number of UAA member postsecondary institutions that were 
experiencing student delays in flight certification. 
Such delays can lead to increased costs for the student, 
the failure to complete the intended academic program, 
and an interruption in career progression. 
This study queried the aviation program 
administrators of UAA member flight institutions to 
determine the extent of the problem. Through a 
questionnaire, the researcher determined whether a 
relationship existed between student flight curriculum 
progress and certain identified factors at those 
institutions. 
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Significance of the Study 
The failure of a flight student to achieve 
certification in a timely manner can lead to 
increased costs for the student and, very possibly, 
delays in graduation or a change in major area of study. 
Students who fail to achieve timely flight certification 
often suffer a substantial loss of acquired 
proficiencies, leading to expensive re-training. 
In a study conducted for the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) by Hollister, LaPointe, Oman, and 
Tole (1973) that measured "skill degradation of non¬ 
instrument rated, single-engine, FAA certificated private 
and commercial pilots" (p. 1), recency of flight 
experience was found to be the most important determinant 
in pilot skill-levels. 
Given the growing importance of postsecondary 
aviation training, research that can lead to greater 
efficiencies in flight training is of importance to the 
student, the institution, and the air carrier industry. 
This study will seek to provide insight into the extent 
of these flight student programmatic delays nationwide. 
The information collected will determine areas of 
potential change for UAA institutions in order to 
ameliorate the problem of flight student programmatic 
delays. 
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Definition of Terms 
The terms used in this study are as follows: 
Ab initio flight training. A structured 
professional pilot training program that prepares an 
individual with no previous flight experience to meet 
airline flight crew standards. 
Air carrier. A company certificated by the 
government to engage in air transportation of passengers 
and/or cargo by air on a scheduled or charter basis. 
Air transportation industry. All civil flying 
performed by the certificated air carriers and general 
aviation. 
Airway Science Program (AWS). A program that 
includes a specified 85 semester-hour core curriculum and 
a prescribed FAA-approved course sequence. The result of 
a coordinated effort between the FAA, the University 
Aviation Association, and selected aviation program¬ 
offering institutions of higher learning to develop a 
college-level curriculum to address the National Airspace 
System*s forecasted technical and managerial manpower 
needs (Schukert, 1992, p. v). 
Aviation management concentration. A course of 
study leading to a career in airport management and 
related operations, aircraft sales and service, and the 
management of aviation related businesses. 
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Certified Flight Instructor (CFI). An individual at 
least 18 year of age who holds a commercial pilot 
certificate, an instrument rating, and has passed the 
tests required by the FAA to provide flight instruction. 
Commuter air carrier. A class of air carrier that 
operates aircraft with 60 passenger seats or less and 
with 18,000 pounds of payload or less and performs at 
least five round trips per week between two or more 
points on a published flight schedule. 
FAR 61. Federal Air Regulations dealing with 
standards for certification of pilots and flight 
instructors. 
FAR 141. Federal Air Regulations dealing with 
standards for certificated (approved) pilot training 
schools. 
Federal Aviation Administration. An administrative 
division of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
responsible for the enforcement of regulations under 
Title VI of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 (as 
amended), including the operation of aircraft and 
certification of airmen. 
Federal Air Regulations. Regulations promulgated 
by the Federal Aviation Administration governing civil 
aviation activities. 
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Fixed Base Operators (FBOs). Aviation business 
enterprises that engage in general aviation sales, 
service, and support operations, including flight 
training. 
Flight course. Actual aircraft flight training in 
which the student achieves proficiency for certification. 
Flight courses are usually comprised of both dual (i.e., 
flight time with an instructor) and solo (i.e., with the 
student as the sole occupant of the aircraft). Flight 
courses at UAA institutions are conducted in accordance 
with the requirements of FAR 141. Flight courses may 
also include the use of a ground training device 
(simulator). 
Flight training concentration. The aviation science 
major that prepares the student for a career as a 
professional pilot. The course of instruction generally 
requires that the student is licensed to the level of 
commercial pilot prior to graduation. 
General aviation. Aviation other than military and 
commercial common carriage, including business flying, 
instructional flying, personal flying, and commercial 
flying, such as agricultural spraying and aerial 
photography. 
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Instructional fIvina. Any use of an aircraft for 
the purposes of formal instruction with a flight 
instructor aboard, or with the maneuvers on the 
particular flights specified by a flight instructor. 
Manor air carrier. A class of certificated air 
carriers whose annual gross revenues are over $1 billion 
(Wells, 1989, p. 534). 
Primary flight training. The initial phase of 
flight training required to receive certification as a 
private pilot. 
Regional air carrier. A class of air carrier. 
Airlines are classified as large regional air carriers if 
their annual gross revenues are between $10 million and 
$75 million and medium regional air carriers if their 
annual gross revenues are under $10 million (Wells, 1989, 
pp. 541-542). 
University Aviation Association (UAA). A 
professional association of 109 member postsecondary 
institutions that was founded in 1950. It is composed 
largely of persons either representing or working with 
institutions of higher education that have aviation 
programs. UAA activities include the promotion of, 
research, curriculum development, and student activities 
in the area of university and college flight programs 
(Kiteley, 1976). 
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Scope of the Study 
Many postsecondary flight students fail to achieve 
their flight certification within the time periods 
prescribed by the institution's curriculum. This problem 
was found to exist within the aviation student body at 
Bridgewater State College. The college is the home 
institution of the researcher. 
In a survey of aviation students at Bridgewater 
State College, Bryan (1995) found that only 2 of 36 
students had completed their private pilot certification 
within five flight hours of the 35 hours predicated by 
the college's syllabus. Twenty of those same 36 students 
surveyed had received at least one incomplete grade in 
flight courses, with several receiving three or more 
incomplete grades in such courses. 
As in most postsecondary institutions, the 
curriculum guidelines are well defined in the Bridgewater 
program. However, the reasons for a student's failure to 
achieve timely certification are not clear. Administra¬ 
tors may assume many causal factors in student progress 
delays, but no studies have been undertaken to positively 
identify such factors. This study, through respondents 
to a nationwide survey of UAA institutions, sought to 
identify and, in certain cases, correlate the reasons for 
the delays. 
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Research Questions 
In the opinion of the respondents at the University 
Aviation Association institutions surveyed: 
1. How many UAA institutions nationwide are currently 
experiencing problems with flight student programmatic 
delays, whereby students fail to complete their flight 
courses in the semester prescribed by the curriculum? 
2. Is the problem of flight student programmatic delays 
increasing or decreasing? 
3. Is there a difference between less-than-four-year and 
four-year postsecondary flight training institutions in 
the area of flight student training progression? 
4. Is the use of flight simulation related to 
postsecondary flight student training progression? 
5. Is institutional monitoring of student flight 
progress during the semester related to flight student 
training progression? 
6. Are weather, geographic location, instructor 
availability, instructor turnover, aircraft availability, 
and institutional financial and grading policies related 
to flight student training progression? 
Overview of the Study 
In Chapter 1, the changes in the economic and 
regulatory status of the United States air carrier 
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industry were discussed, as well as the training profile 
of newly-hired flight crewmembers. The shift from 
military to postsecondary trained aviators was noted. 
The problem of training delays in Bridgewater State 
College*s flight training program was introduced. 
Terminology specific to the flight training and the air 
carrier industry was defined. Research questions were 
developed that seek to identify the extent of this 
problem at other UAA postsecondary institutions. 
Chapter 2 consists of a review of the literature. 
In that chapter, a history and overview of postsecondary 
flight training is provided, followed by a review of 
relevant literature. 
In Chapter 3, a detailed description of the 
population and the development of the research instrument 
is discussed. Limitations of the study and methodology 
for data analysis are outlined. 
In Chapter 4, the data derived from the 
questionnaires are presented, as well as an analysis of 
the findings. Finally, in Chapter 5, conclusions are 
discussed and suggestions for further research are 
provided. 
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CHAPTER 2 
POSTSECONDARY FLIGHT PROGRAM 
CERTIFICATION AND RELATED RESEARCH 
Introduction 
The Wright brothers, following their first 
successful flight in 1903, became the world's first 
flight instructors. As the first commercial aircraft 
manufacturers, they provided flight lessons for their 
customers. "When you bought an airplane built by the 
Wright brothers, you were taught to fly by them and you 
were given a slip of paper attesting to that fact. Those 
slips of paper became the very first pilot licenses" 
(deLeeuw, 1960, in Arnold, 1991, p. 22). 
Only five years after the Wright brothers' first 
flight, the first recorded aviation education in 
America's schools was in the physics classes of Los 
Angeles Polytechnical High School in 1908 (Mitchell, 
1988, p. 14). "The first postsecondary courses in 
aviation were offered by the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, Cambridge, Massachusetts in 1914" (Jackson, 
1950, p. 30, in Rollo, 1990, p. 11). 
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Postsecondary flight education became a high 
priority of the United States military with the nation's 
entry into World War I. In the spring of 1917, the War 
Department contracted with six universities for aviation 
training. Those postsecondary institutions were the 
University of California, Cornell University, the 
University of Illinois, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, the University of Texas, and Ohio State 
University (Newstrom, 1969, p. 10, in Rollo, 1990, 
p. 12). 
With the pressures of war, the first-ever concerns 
with the problems of postsecondary flight curriculum 
progression occurred at these institutions. The ground 
training skills taught by the institutions had to be 
articulated with the flight training curriculum of the 
U.S. Army instructors at nearby airfields. 
Aviation training at postsecondary institutions grew 
rapidly with the passage of the Civil Pilot Training Act 
of 1939 (CPT). The CPT program was administered by the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration (CAA) with the goal of 
preparing students for their private pilot's license. 
The postsecondary CPT operation began in 1939 with 13 
colleges and 331 students. At the highest level of 
World War II operations, the program had contractual 
arrangements with 884 colleges. By the end of 1942, 
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70,000 trainees had attained their licenses (Mitchell, 
1988, p. 20). 
By 1950, 229 postsecondary institutions offered 
programs in aviation technology. With the rapid growth 
in aerospace and aviation development in the second half 
of the twentieth century, postsecondary programs 
increased in number as a college education for aviators 
became increasingly recognized. 
The Role of the University Aviation Association 
in the Development of Postsecondarv Flight Curricula 
With the growing importance of postsecondary flight 
programs, the University Aviation Association (UAA), was 
founded in 1950. The UAA is "composed largely of persons 
either representing or working with institutions of 
higher education which have aviation programs" (Kiteley, 
1976, p. iv). 
As noted by Kiteley (1976) , the aims and objectives 
of the UAA were: 
1. To encourage and promote research, curriculum 
development and student activities in the area 
of university and college flight programs. 
2. Provide a means of developing a cadre of 
aviation experts.... 
3. To furnish a national vehicle for the 
dissemination of information relative to 
aviation.... 
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4. To facilitate the interchange of information 
among [aviation] institutions.... 
5. To actively support aerospace teacher 
education.... (p. iv) 
In 1974, the UAA established a committee on 
accreditation of postsecondary aviation programs. The 
committee surveyed 287 schools offering aviation courses 
or programs to better understand the process of 
accreditation. Of the 108 postsecondary flight providers 
responding, the UAA found that "there is no recognized or 
professional accrediting organization for nonengineering 
aviation curricula at the present time" (Kiteley, 1976, 
p. 3) . 
As a result of the dearth of accreditation 
organizations in the aviation field, the UAA elected to 
develop guidelines for postsecondary institutions. The 
guidelines developed by the UAA used the Federal Air 
Regulations in the area of flight curricula "as minimum 
standard upon which elevated standards should be 
developed for the granting of Associate or Baccalaureate 
Degrees" (Kiteley, 1976, p. 6). 
The UAA attempted to establish guidelines that 
paralleled regional and professional accrediting 
associations with respect to degree requirements, while 
addressing curricular areas in need of change. The 
curricular standards developed by the UAA formed the 
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basis of today's UAA member institutional programs and 
include the baccalaureate requirements for flight majors 
described in Table 2.1. 
Table 2.1 
Typical Baccalaureate Flight Major Requirements 
Subject Areas Semester Credits 
General studies 24 
Mathematics and/or science 8 
Aviation 48 
Aviation electives or minor 20 
General electives 24 
Total for Graduation 124 
Note. From Collecre Aviation Accreditation 
Guidelines foo. 17- 18), by G. W. Kiteley (Ed.), 1976 
Wichita, KS: University Aviation Association. 
In creating the suggested academic curriculum, the 
UAA identified the potential problem of learning 
facilitation in flight programs. The UAA suggested that 
"concurrent enrollment in flight lecture courses and 
associated flight lab courses or another suitable system 
of flight lecture/lab course integration will facilitate 
maximum learning" (Kiteley, 1976, p. 17). Thus, UAA 
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standards recognized the detrimental effects of a 
student's flight course progress lagging behind ground 
course progress. 
The UAA curricular guidelines for the aviation 
component of flight majors in a baccalaureate program 
assumed that the institutions would require flight 
majors to achieve their private and commercial licences, 
including an instrument rating. In the upper level 
flight courses, institutions would have the option of 
requiring either a multi-engine rating or a flight 
instructor certificate (Kiteley, 1976). 
Federal Regulations Affecting Postsecondarv 
Flight Student Certification 
Postsecondary institutions that follow UAA 
guidelines must provide flight and ground training under 
Federal Air Regulation (FAR) 141 regulations. Laboda 
(1991) explained the basic requirements of FAR 141: 
FAR Part 141 refers largely to the setup of the 
school itself. Minimum physical plant requirements 
are spelled out, as well as staffing qualifications. 
Record-keeping techniques and even [aviation] 
course curricula are all dictated by the 141 
regulations. A school must run to these 
specifications for at least two years before full 
FAA approval can be granted.... The school must tout 
at least an 80% student passing rate to keep its 141 
status. (p. 38) 
As a trade-off for complying with the rigorous 
standards of FAR 141, the institution's students can 
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achieve certification with a lower number of flight hours 
m 
than under a non-certified (i.e., FAR Part 61) flight 
program, as can be seen in Table 2.2. With an 
approximate cost of $70 per flight-hour, any reduction in 
the minimum number of required flight hours can, in 
theory, produce a significant reduction in cost for the 
student pilot. 
The certification and record-keeping requirements of 
FAR 141 impose substantial administrative requirements 
for postsecondary aviation institutions. Those 
institutions holding FAR 141 training authorization 
cannot exercise the freedom in the conduct of their 
flight courses available in most postsecondary curricula 
(Aviation Supplies and Academics, p. FAR 141-8). 
As an example, each syllabus must be approved by the 
FAA. No changes to any FAR 141 syllabus can be made by 
the institution without prior FAA approval. The rigidity 
of the course enrollment and graduation requirements is 
associated with student programmatic delays when he or 
she fails to maintain course progression (Aviation 
Supplies and Academics, p. FAR 141-8). 
Despite the additional requirements of FAR 141 
flight training for both the institutions and the 
students, the UAA accreditation guideline that FAR 141 be 
followed is important for the baccalaureate candidate. 
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Table 2.2 
Required Flight Hours: FAR 141 and FAR 61 
Type of Certificate FAR 141 FAR 61 
Private Pilot 35 40 
Commercial Pilot 190 250 
Note. With instruction in a ground trainer acceptable 
to the FAA Administrator; five hours in the FAR 141 
Private Pilot program, 40 hours in the FAR 141 Commercial 
Pilot program, and 50 hours in the FAR 61 Commercial 
Pilot program may be completed in a ground trainer. No 
reduction is provided for ground trainer instruction in 
the FAR 61 Private Pilot program. From FAR AIM. 1993, 
Aviation Supplies and Academics, Inc. 
The structure mandated by FAR 141 is important to 
potential air carrier employers in that it mitigates the 
loss of rigorous military standards found in most former 
aircrew new hires. 
Review of Previous Research 
To study student programmatic delays in 
postsecondary flight training programs, the researcher 
conducted a review of the literature related to the 
topic. The literature search included a review of 
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dissertation abstracts, the ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service, and direct contact with professional 
organizations such as the University Aviation Association 
(UAA). 
The researcher utilized an extensive list of key¬ 
words relating to aviation and flight training in his 
search. However, no studies, published or unpublished, 
were found that dealt directly with the subject of 
postsecondary flight student progress delays. According 
to Schukert (1992), limited research has been conducted 
in the area of postsecondary flight training. This may 
be reflective of the lack of doctoral programs in 
aviation science. 
A dissertation by Arnold (1991), entitled 
"Personality characteristics of successful general 
aviation flight instructors," addressed the "delivery of 
effective flight training to students in a FBO [fixed- 
base operator] flight training department..." (p. 9). 
Arnold focused upon one important component in the flight 
training scenario: the personality of the certified 
flight instructor (CFI) and "the specific set of 
personality characteristics" (p. 10) that make that CFI 
successful. 
Arnold noted that "many FBO personnel work behind 
the scenes, e.g., mechanics, clerical, and management. 
23 
and have limited contact with students" (1991, pp. 9-10). 
Thus, FBO management may not understand the crucial 
interactions between their flight instructors and 
students. 
Arnold concluded that "none of the...personality 
scales, with the possible exception of psychological¬ 
mindedness, was effectively able to distinguish between 
successful and marginal CFIs when success is defined as 
the percentage of student training completions" (1991, 
p. 121). Interestingly, one supervisor of a CFI 
commented on Arnold's questionnaire that "students quit 
flight training for a number of reasons even if they have 
a 'perfect' flight instructor" (p. 122). Among the 
reasons cited were: 
Lacking money, moving to another community, becoming 
fearful of some of the flight maneuvers that are 
required, being too busy with job or personal life, 
having a spouse disapprove of flight training, or 
finding that the training has become too difficult 
to master. (Arnold, 1991, p. 123) 
In an earlier study, Kreienkamp (1983) researched a 
topic similar to Arnold's in his "Flight Instructor- 
Student Pilot Perceptive Similarity and Its Effect on 
Flight Training." Kreienkamp attempted to identify 
"whether or not the difference in perceptive style 
between student and instructor at least partially 
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accounts for the wide range of flying hours required to 
obtain a pilot*s license" (p. 2). 
After examining the pilot training records of the 
Aviation Department of the University of North Dakota, 
Kreienkamp found that the average flight time required to 
obtain a private pilot's license was approximately 50 
hours (1983, p. 1). The range was from a low of 40 hours 
to a high of 91 hours (1983, p. 1). Thus, the actual 
time required for certification was substantially more 
than the 35-hour minimum required in a flight school 
certified by the Federal Aviation Administration under 
federal air regulation (FAR) 141. 
Kreienkamp utilized "form f" of the Myers-Briggs 
Type Indicator (MBTI) as an instrument to measure his 
subjects' personality differences. His test "contained 
separate indices for determining each of four basic 
preferences which structure the individual's personality, 
based on Jung's theory of type" (1983, p. 17). The 
preferences measured were: 
1. Extrovert-Introvert 
2. Sensing-Intuitive 
3. Thinking-Feeling 
4. Judging-Perceiving 
The major conclusions of Kreienkamp's study were 
that the extrovert-introvert differences between male 
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students and their flight instructors when compared with 
the amount of flight time required for the student to 
complete the private pilot certification process were 
statistically significant (1983, p. 18). 
From his research, Kreienkamp suggested that 
students paired with prospective flight instructors based 
upon the proximity of their scores on the Extrovert- 
Introvert scale of the MBTI (for example, individuals 
compatible with one another based upon the scale), could 
expect lower training times. He indicated that the 
scores were statistically significant for male students, 
but not for females, although his small sample size of 32 
(22 males and 10 females) "seriously restricts the 
generalizability of the results" (1983, p. 19). 
Kreienkamp noted that: 
Mediating variables, not controlled for in this 
study, may have been operating. These mediating 
variables, which may interact simultaneously include 
scholastic stresses, social environment, self- 
concept, parental and/or peer support, student- 
instructor amicability, interrupted flying 
curriculum due to bad weather conditions or 
finances. (1983, p. 18) 
A dissertation of related interest was "The 
Relationship Between the Availability of Proficient 
Entry-Level Airline Pilots and the Level of Flight 
Training of New-Hire Pilots at Regional Airlines" by 
William C. Herrick (1991). Herrick's research addressed 
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ab initio flight training programs, or programs that 
train pilot applicants from the basics to commercial 
competence. 
Of interest, Herrick noted that Lufthansa's 
corporate program had a low, 5% dropout rate, and a 10% 
dropout rate for Japan Airlines (1991, p. 34). This 
compares to dropout rates of up to 50% in some 
postsecondary flight programs in the United States. 
Only 10% of Lufthansa's pilot candidates ever 
attended a university and spent only 3.5 months in ground 
school prior to flight training. All of Japan Airline's 
ab initio candidates were university graduates, and spent 
nine months in ground school prior to primary flight 
training (Herrick, 1991, p. 34). 
In both of the above corporate ab initio programs 
the cost of flight training was not a factor for the 
students, as it is for most flight students who pay their 
own tuition at UAA institutions. The cost of a four-year 
postsecondary flight program can be "roughly $50,000.00 
in tuition costs" (Herrick, 1991, p. 35). Further, most 
United States postsecondary flight students had yet to 
secure employment pilots, while the corporate-sponsored 
students in Germany and Japan had employment guarantees. 
In his discussion and recommendations, Herrick 
(1991) noted that "many proficient entry-level pilots 
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with only a few hundred flight-hours, who are pursuing an 
airline career, lose their instrument skills by the time 
they meet the total time/hours requirement of regional 
airlines” (p. 105). 
In a document intended for pilot education and 
flight safety practitioners, Torbert (1989) developed his 
"Age Learning Factors Affecting Pilot Education." 
Torbert's focus was to highlight the "physiological 
factors that affect pilot education" (p. 1). Such issues 
included temperature, ventilation, a comfortable seating 
environment, and good acoustics so as to avoid blocks of 
learning. 
In his summary, Torbert noted that "the physical 
environment can make it difficult or easy for the student 
to experience academic growth....All flight education 
needs to, every once in a while, back off and take a look 
at its teaching world" (1989, p. 13). 
Torbert's research provides documentation of factors 
that may affect all postsecondary flight training 
students—factors that administrators or instructors have 
not focused upon. For example, could the physical 
discomfort of high decibel levels in a single-engine 
piston training aircraft deter a student from a timely 
training schedule? Could better use of headsets and 
interphones be employed to ameliorate such conditions? 
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Payne (1982) conducted a study that is related to 
the problems of postsecondary programmatic delays. In 
his "Conducting Studies of Transfer of Learning: A 
Practical Guide," Payne identified learning-loss from 
programmatic delays and the resultant costly re-training 
problems. He focused on issues of "transfer of learning 
from pretraining of pilots in a simulator to their 
performance in aircraft" (p. 5). While Payne's work was 
in a military setting, the problems are similar to those 
faced by postsecondary flight students. 
Payne endeavored to utilize an inclusive model in 
his transfer of learning research, since "studies of 
transfer of learning are fragile in the sense that a 
study that ignores too many issues of method is likely to 
lead to inconclusive results" and lead to "disinterest on 
the part of the operational training community" (p. 5). 
Among Payne's (1982) findings was documentation of 
the need for "avoidance of dilutant factors" in the 
training environment (p. 28). He defines dilutant 
factors as "practices that can prevent demonstration of 
maximum possible transfer effects" (p. 28). 
Payne's findings relate to the topic of proficiency 
loss due to flight training delays in the postsecondary 
environment, such as: 
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The problem of time delays between the simulator 
pretraining and the retraining in the aircraft may 
be dependent on the nature of the specific study. 
The issue would appear to be highly critical for 
tasks that are "volatile" in nature—tasks involving 
skills highly subject to decay in the absence of 
practice.... For a number of reasons...[including] 
the press of work of the operational training 
schedule at the airbase, student loadings, shortages 
of instructors, mechanical difficulties with 
aircraft, weather, and interruptions of training 
schedules...delays can be as long as four 
weeks....Observation of goodness of performance 
...suggested rather strongly that there was a clear 
and strong dilutant effect. (1982, p. 28) 
Given that many flight students experience training 
lapses of several weeks (Bryan, 1995) , the impact of the 
dilutant effects noted by Payne could be relevant to 
postsecondary flight student programmatic delays. As 
Payne later noted, "it takes little imagination to 
estimate the performance decrement for student pilots..." 
(1982, p. 28) with relatively low flight time. 
In a report prepared for the Federal Aviation 
Administration, Hollister et al. (1973) conducted a study 
that measured "skill degradation of non-instrument rated, 
single-engine, FAA certificated private and commercial 
pilots" (p. 1). 
The FAA was concerned with the general aviation 
accident rate, and was interested in determining the 
effects of flight recency and experience on pilot 
capabilities. The work was accomplished by researchers 
from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
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Department of Aeronautics and Astronautics, Measurement 
Systems Laboratory and Man-Vehicle Laboratory. 
"The sample for testing was selected from the total 
population of FAA certificated private and commercial 
pilots who were single-engine airplane rated" (Hollister 
et al., 1973, p. 1). A sample of 55 pilots flew three 
flights with an evaluator in a Cessna 150 single-engine 
aircraft. The subjects received higher scores on the 
skills used most often and lower scores on skills seldom 
practiced, such as stalls. 
According to the study, the variations in piloting 
skill can be attributed to several causes, classified as 
follows: 
1. Variation due to the fact that the latent skill 
of each individual is different, independent of 
previous experience. 
2. Variation due to quantitative factors which 
describe the subjects' experience, such as Total 
[flight] Time, Recency, Age, Years Since 
Certification, etc. 
3. Variation in measured skill due to a) the 
observer, b) the measurement process, or c) 
interaction effects between experience, 
observer, and measurement factors. 
4. Random variations in the demonstrated skill of 
an individual subject not accounted for by the 
foregoing. (Hollister et al., 1973, p. 4) 
The results of the study identified that the most 
important factor in determining the variations in pilot 
skill of the sampled group was recency-of-flight 
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experience. According to the study, recency-of-flight 
experience: 
Accounted for the largest percentage of the variance 
(40% of the contribution of all experience factors 
combined). [Yet] it is the experience factor which 
can be varied most easily....Recency will decay 
exponentially to zero with a time constant of four 
weeks with no flying....These results are valuable 
for helping pilots to appreciate the importance of 
total time and recent experience. (Hollister et al., 
1973, pp. ix-x) 
The research by Hollister et al. (1973) serves to 
highlight the importance of recency-of-experience, 
especially for low-time pilots such as those in 
postsecondary flight programs. A lack of flying for a 
period of several weeks for a flight student can lead to 
a vicious cycle: a lack of flying (due to a lack of 
money, bad weather, or other factors) develops the need 
for even more flying and the expenditure of more money. 
The end result could be an incomplete grade and 
programmatic delay for the student. 
As a result of his aviation student advising 
responsibilities in a postsecondary flight program at 
Bridgewater State College in Massachusetts, Bryan 
(1995) suspected that many flight students were 
experiencing delays in their flight course progression. 
During the registration process, Bryan (1995) found 
that many of the Bridgewater flight students had not 
progressed in their flight training to a point expected 
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in the curriculum. This lack of flight progress had a 
"domino" effect, and meant that the student did not 
achieve those prerequisites necessary for his or her 
upcoming courses. 
From discussions with transfer students from other 
postsecondary flight institutions, Bryan (1995) was 
informed that similar problems existed at the other 
institutions as well. Both groups of flight students 
provided a similar list of reasons for the delays, 
including such issues as weather, finances, job and study 
pressures, and instructor availability. 
The college's flight program, with approximately 300 
students majoring in aviation, is situated in the 
Department of Management Science and Aviation Science. 
The college offers an aviation major in flight training— 
requiring certification to the flight instructor level, 
and a major in aviation management—requiring 
certification only to the private pilot level. Students 
in either concentration receive a bachelor of science or 
bachelor of arts degree in the relevant concentration 
upon graduation (Bridgewater State College, 1993, 
p. 156). 
Through both closed-ended and open-ended 
questionnaires to a sample of Bridgewater State College's 
aviation students, Bryan (1995) found that a large 
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percentage of flight students had indeed experienced 
progression delays (p. 1). In a sample of the 43 
aviation students, he found that 20 out of 36 students 
who had completed private pilot certification had 
received at least one incomplete grade in a flight 
course. 
Bryan (1995) suspected that higher-than-average 
flight hours would be found in students with slow 
progression and incomplete grades. He found that only 2 
of 36 students surveyed who had completed private pilot 
certification did so within five flight hours of the 35 
hours predicated by the college's syllabus. The 
remaining 34 students required many more flight hours for 
certification, as follows: 
Eleven students required 40-49 flight hours. 
Twelve students required 50-59 flight hours. 
Ten students required 60 or more hours to complete 
a 35 hour flight syllabus. (p. 3) 
Depending upon the aircraft utilized and the 
contracting flight school, the cost to the college's 
flight student for an average flight hour was 
approximately $70 in 1995. At that amount, the cost of 
private pilot certification for the majority of flight 
students sampled exceeded the amount derived from the 
syllabus by more than $1,000. 
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According to the survey, Bryan (1995) found that 
student financial condition and weather were the 
principal contributing factors for interrupting student 
flight training. Bryan received 20 responses listing 
financial condition as a cause, and 20 responses 
indicating weather as a cause. 
Similarly, of 17 students who indicated that they 
had received incomplete flight course grades, financial 
and weather problems were split nearly equally as the 
contributing factors (Bryan, p. 3). Other factors noted 
by the students as contributing to flight progress 
delays were lack of availability of aircraft, difficulty 
in scheduling a flight instructor, mechanical 
condition of the aircraft, pressures of part-time or 
full-time employment, and sparse use of ground trainers 
(pp. 7-8). 
Summary 
The importance of postsecondary flight programs has 
grown significantly in the post-jet airliner era and the 
reduction in the number of available military-trained 
pilots. Major airlines have recognized the value of a 
baccalaureate education for their cockpit flight crews. 
Baccalaureate programs structured around the 
guidelines of the University Aviation Association provide 
35 
the basis for structured, academic training. These 
programs provide both the flight training necessary to 
secure certification by the Federal Aviation 
Administration and the general education requirements 
associated with the development of critical thinking 
skills. 
Flight training conducted under UAA accreditation 
guidelines is conducted under the more rigorous FAA 
certificated training—FAR 141. While FAR 141 poses many 
challenges to the aviation students and administrators, 
it is recognized as an important component in the 
development of aviation professionalism. 
Previous related research has been conducted in the 
area of personality characteristics of general aviation 
flight instructors (Arnold, 1991). Arnold focused upon 
the effective delivery of flight training to students in 
a fixed-based operator's flight training department and 
the specific set of personality characteristics that 
make-up a successful flight instructor (pp. 9-10) . 
Kreienkamp (1983) sought to identify the reasons for 
the wide range of flying hours required for certification 
by studying differences in perceptive style of students 
and flight instructors. Herrick (1993) addressed the 
importance of ab initio flight training programs, and the 
factor of program cost. Torbert (1989) researched the 
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physiological factors affecting pilot training. Payne 
(1982) addressed the problem of transfer of learning for 
pilots and the dilutant effects of training delays. 
Hollister et al. (1973) found that recency of flight 
experience was the most important factor in pilot skill 
degradation. 
Bryan (1995) studied the reasons for postsecondary 
student delays in a college flight program. Through 
closed-ended and open-ended surveys, he found that the 
majority of students had received an incomplete grade in 
a flight course. His study indicated that most students 
failed to complete their flight certification within the 
hours assumed by the syllabus. 
Bryan (1995) found that many factors were indicated 
for the student delays. The most important were student 
financial condition and weather. Other factors included 
a lack of availability of aircraft, difficulty in 
scheduling a flight instructor, mechanical condition of 
the aircraft, pressures of part-time or full-time 
employment, and sparse use of ground trainers. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODS 
Description of the Population 
A survey questionnaire was sent to flight program 
administrators at all University Aviation Association 
(UAA) member postsecondary institutions. According to 
the UAA, there currently are 109 member institutions—two 
are located outside the United States. 
The aviation program coordinator or chairperson 
were identified for each institution and designated to 
receive the survey instrument. Three names were removed 
from the list: one was the coordinator from the 
researcher's home institution, and the other two were 
program chairpersons from the institutions situated 
outside of the United States. 
Development of the Research Instrument 
The research instrument was developed in response to 
problems of postsecondary programmatic delays experienced 
by flight students at the researcher's institution, and 
understood to exist at other UAA member institutions. 
Additional questions were developed as the result of 
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closed- and opened-ended questionnaires completed by 
students at the researcher's institution (Bryan, 1995). 
Additional resources utilized in the development of the 
research instrument were curricular data developed by the 
UAA (Kiteley, 1976). 
The instrument was prepared so as to fit on the 
front and back side of one sheet of paper. A copy of the 
survey questionnaire is included in Appendix A. 
A letter of introduction, identifying the purpose of 
the study and noting the anonymity of the respondents, 
was included with the survey questionnaire. A copy of 
the letter of introduction is included in Appendix B. 
A stamped, self-addressed return envelope was 
included for the return of the questionnaire to the 
researcher. The return envelopes were coded, with a 
number assigned for each UAA recipient. 
Delimitations of the Study 
Prior to mailing the research instrument to the 
entire UAA list of program administrators, a pilot 
survey was conducted to test the appropriateness 
of the instrument. Five flight administrators were 
chosen at random from the UAA list, and were mailed the 
cover letter and research questionnaire two weeks prior 
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to mailing the entire UAA list. A copy of the letter of 
introduction is included in Appendix C. 
The responses from the pilot mailing were reviewed. 
As a result of comments from the pilot survey of the five 
participants, changes were made to Question 3 of the 
survey instrument to allow for additional geographic 
regions. 
Research Questions 
This study began with six basic research questions 
from which the questionnaire was developed, as follows: 
1. How many UAA institutions nationwide are currently 
experiencing problems with flight student programmatic 
delays, whereby students fail to complete their flight 
courses in the semester prescribed by the curriculum? 
2. Is the problem of flight student programmatic delays 
increasing or decreasing? 
3. Is there a difference between less-than-four-year and 
four-year postsecondary flight training institutions in 
the area of flight student training progression? 
4. Is the use of flight simulation related to 
postsecondary flight student training progression? 
5. Is institutional monitoring of student flight 
progress during the semester related to flight student 
training progression? 
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6. Are weather, geographic location, instructor 
availability, instructor turnover, aircraft availability, 
and institutional financial and grading policies related 
to flight student training progression? 
Questionnaire Data Collection 
After the pilot survey of five institutions, the 
questionnaires were mailed to the 101 remaining UAA 
administrators on September 27, 1995. No compensation of 
any kind was offered to the respondents as any enticement 
to facilitate return of the questionnaires. 
Each cover letter to the potential respondents 
included an offer of a summary of the research findings. 
The offer of providing the data summary was not 
predicated upon the individual's completion of the 
survey. 
The UAA administrator questionnaire contained a 
total of 20 questions. Seventeen of the questions were 
directly related to issues pertaining to postsecondary 
flight student experiences and operations. The remaining 
questions were used to gather generic data concerning the 
postsecondary institution and its operations. 
A second mailing to non-respondents was made three 
weeks after the main mailing, and follow-up telephone 
calls to non-respondents were made one week after the 
41 
second mailing. A total of 80 responses were received by 
the researcher. A copy of the letter to non-respondents 
is included in Appendix D. 
Limitations of the Study 
The survey information in this research project was 
self-reported by the respondent-members of University 
Aviation Association institutions. All data are subject 
to inaccuracies caused by human error on the part of the 
respondents. 
The survey questions relate directly to the research 
questions. This afforded content validity to the study. 
Content validity is described by Borg and Gall as 
the degree to which the sample questions represent the 
content that the research instrument is designed to 
measure. To ensure content validity, it is necessary to 
define in precise terms the specific content universe to 
be sampled, specify objectives, and describe how the 
content universe were sampled (1989). 
The mailing list was provided by the University 
Aviation Association. The survey instrument was 
distributed to flight program administrators at UAA 
member institutions—through the pilot study, the main 
mailing, and the follow-up mailing (with the exception of 
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the researcher's home institution and the two located 
outside of the United States). 
By using a comprehensive population of UAA 
administrators, the results of this survey should be 
repeatable. However, results could change over time as 
changes occur in the administration of the surveyed UAA 
member institutions, or as a result of error on the part 
of the respondents. 
The University Aviation Association is the largest 
and most respected postsecondary aviation organization in 
the United States. The UAA is solicited to participate 
in aviation research projects by U.S. government 
agencies, and helped to design the Airway Science Program 
for the Federal Aviation Administration. 
Data Analysis 
The data were reported in narrative and tabular form 
as appropriate. Crosstabulations were presented where 
the information could be useful in understanding flight 
student programmatic delays. Execustat 3.0 was utilized 
for all statistical analysis. 
Appropriate graphical representation of data were 
included. "Data can be described very effectively 
through the use of graphs and tables. In statistical 
analysis, the picture can often be well worth the 
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proverbial thousand words" (Sprinthall, Schmutte, and 
Sirois, 1991, p. 118). 
Correlations of items in the survey were analyzed 
and significant correlations determined. The correlation 
coefficient measures the strength of the linear 
relationship between two variables on a scale of -1 to 
+1. The "P value" at the 5% level was used to test 
whether the coefficient was significantly different from 
zero. 
Pearson product-moment correlations were utilized 
for the correlation analysis. "Relationships, or 
correlations, indicate the degree to which two or more 
variables might be associated... [and] correlational 
techniques may also be used to infer population 
characteristics" (Sprinthall et al., 1991, p. 118). A 
copy of the correlation table is included in Appendix E. 
Summary 
In Chapter 3, a detailed description of the 
population and the development of the research instrument 
were discussed. The methodology utilized for 
questionnaire data collection was reviewed. 
Delimitations, limitations, and data analysis of the 
study were outlined. 
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CHAPTER 4 
PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 
Research Methods 
This chapter is devoted to reporting the results of 
the study. The data obtained from questionnaires 
returned by the flight program administrators at 
University Aviation Association (UAA) member 
postsecondary institutions were reviewed by the 
researcher. 
Of the 106 UAA institutions included in the survey, 
80, or approximately 75%, responded prior to the November 
3, 1995, cutoff date. The data gathered from the 
questionnaires are reported in narrative and tabular 
form, as appropriate to the specific data collected. No 
discernable pattern or trend was identified by the 
researcher in the responses from early and late 
participants in the survey. 
Nine responses were received after the cutoff date 
and were not included in the results. Four of the nine 
reported that their institutions did not offer flight 
training for academic credit. No discernable pattern was 
evident in the answers from the five late respondents 
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whose institutions offered flight training for academic 
credit. 
The University Aviation Association (UAA) has 
developed curricular guidelines for flight programs in 
member institutions. This research was intended to 
determine the extent of flight student programmatic 
delays in achieving these requirements. The following 
questions were developed to help understand the nature 
and extent of this phenomenon: 
1. How many UAA institutions nationwide are currently 
experiencing problems with flight student programmatic 
delays, whereby students fail to complete their flight 
courses in the semester prescribed by the curriculum? 
2. Is the problem of flight student programmatic delays 
increasing or decreasing? 
3. Is there a difference between less-than-four-year and 
four-year postsecondary flight training institutions in 
the area of flight student training progression? 
4. Is the use of flight simulation related to 
postsecondary flight student training progression? 
5. Is institutional monitoring of student flight 
progress during the semester related to flight student 
training progression? 
6. Are weather, geographic location, instructor 
availability, instructor turnover, aircraft availability. 
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institutional financial, and grading policies related to 
flight student training progression? 
Data Collection from Questionnaires 
Question 1. Does your institution presently offer 
flight training courses for credit, either through its 
own or contracted flight facilities? Some postsecondary 
institutions offered flight training programs that do not 
lead to the granting of academic credit. 
This question was intended to eliminate such 
institutions from inclusion in the analysis of the 
remaining 19 questions. Sixty-four of the 80 UAA 
institutions responding to the survey reported that they 
offered flight training programs for academic credit; 16 
reported that they did not offer such programs. The 
responses from Question 1 are reported in Table 4.1. 
Table 4.1 
Institutions Providing Flight Training Credit 
Institutions Number Percent 
Yes. 80.00 
No. .16 20.00 
Total. 100.00 
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Question 2. How many students are enrolled in 
aviation programs at your institution? Question 2 was 
used to determine the relative size of the institution's 
postsecondary flight training program. Also, Question 2 
was designed to establish the demographic makeup of the 
surveyed institutions. 
The largest number of institutions (33) were in the 
"50-199" enrollment category. Only two postsecondary 
institutions that offered flight training for credit were 
in the "More than 1,000" category. Those responses from 
Question 2 are reported in Table 4.2. 
Table 4.2 
Number of Students Enrolled in Aviation Programs 
Enrollment Number Percent 
Less than 50... 
50-199. 
200-500. 
501-1000. 
More than 1,000 
Total. 
12 18.75 
33 51.36 
13 20.31 
6.25 
3.13 
64 100.00 
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Question 3. Which of the following best describes 
the geographic location of your institution in the United 
States? This question was designed to establish the 
location of the postsecondary institutions in an effort 
to determine the relationship, if any, between 
"Geographic Location" and Question 6, the level of flight 
student progress delay problems by institution (see Table 
4.21). Also, Question 3 was designed to determine the 
relationship, if any, between "Geographic Location" and 
Question 12, the primary causal factor in flight student 
progress delays (see Table 4.22). 
The largest number of institutions (21) were located 
in the North Central United States. The second largest 
group (13), was located in the Southeast. Regions with 
the smallest number of institutions were the Northwest 
and Southwest, both with four. The responses to 
Question 3 are reported in Table 4.3. 
Question 4. Does your institution operate its own 
fleet of training aircraft, or does it utilize the 
services of contract flight schools? This question was 
designed to determine the number of institutions that had 
in-house flight training and those with contracted 
facilities. Also, Question 4 was designed to gather data 
for a crosstabulation with Question 6, regarding the 
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level of flight student progress delay problems by 
institution (see Table 4.23). 
Table 4.3. 
Geographic Location of Postsecondary Flight Institutions 
Location Number Percent 
Southwest.4 
Southeast.13 
North Centra 1.21 
South Central.11 
Northwest.4 
Northeast.11 
Total.64 
6.25 
20.31 
32.81 
17.19 
6.25 
17.19 
100.00 
The crosstabulation was done to determine the 
relationship, if any, between the operation of the 
institution's own aircraft and the contracting of those 
services. The data gathered from Question 4 are 
reported in Table 4.4. 
Question 5. What is the highest degree offered in 
your school's flight program? This question was designed 
to gather data for a crosstabulation with Question 6, 
regarding the level of flight student progress delay 
problems by institution (see Table 4.33). 
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The data indicate that 21 of the responding 
institutions, or approximately 33%, granted an associate 
degree as the highest degree offered. Forty 
institutions, or nearly 63%, granted the baccalaureate 
degree. Three were noted in the "Other” category. Two 
institutions in this group noted that they granted a 
master's degree; the other indicated that it granted no 
degree in the flight program. The responses to 
Question 5 are reported in Table 4.5. 
Table 4.4 
Institutions with In-House and Contract Flight 
Facilities 
Flight Provider Number Percent 
In-house.3 3 51.56 
Contract facilities.31 48.44 
Total.64 100.00 
Question 6. Does a problem exist at your 
institution with the failure of aviation students to 
complete their flight courses in the prescribed semester? 
This question was designed to determine the number of 
institutions experiencing flight student progress delays, 
and the extent of the problem. Also, Question 6 was 
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designed for crosstabulation with other data from the 
questionnaire as reported in Table 4.21 and Tables 4.23 
through 4.33. 
Table 4.5 
Highest Degree Offered by Institution's Flight Program 
Degree Number Percent 
Associate.21 
Baccalaureate 40 
Other 
Total 64 
32.81 
62.50 
4.69 
100.00 
Note. Respondents were given an opportunity to indicate 
the type of degree in their "Other" response. Two 
reported that the institution granted a master's degree. 
Another reported that the institution granted no degree 
in the flight program. 
Of the 63 institutions responding to this question, 
37 (about 58%) reported that they were experiencing 
"Minor" flight student progress delays and 19 (about 30%) 
"Major" delays. Only seven institutions indicated that 
they were not experiencing delays. 
In total, approximately 88% of the responding 
institutions reported either major (29.7%) or minor 
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(57.8%) problems in flight student progress. The 
responses to Question 6 are reported in Table 4.6. 
Table 4.6 
Level of Flight Student Progress Delay Problems by 
Institution 
Delay Problem at Institution Number Percent 
None.7 10.94 
Minor.37 57.81 
Major.19 29.69 
Non-response.1 1.56 
Total.64 100.00 
Question 7. Referring to Question 6, is the problem 
increasing or decreasing? The data gathered from 
Question 7 were intended to identify institutional trends 
in the area of flight student progress delays. 
The data indicated that 42 of the 64 institutions 
were not experiencing any trend in flight student 
progress delays. Seven institutions noted an increase in 
delays, while 10 indicated a reduction. The data from 
Question 7 are shown in Table 4.7. 
Question 8. Referring to Question 6, is the problem 
greater for students with jobs? Question 8 was designed 
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to determine whether a greater number of flight student 
progress delays were associated with students who were 
employed. 
Table 4.7 
Institutional Trends in Flight Student Progress Delays 
Institution Number Percent 
Increasing.7 
Decreasing.10 
No trend.42 
Not applicable.5 
Total.64 
10.94 
15.63 
65.63 
7.81 
100.00 
Twenty-seven of the institutions reported "somewhat" 
of a greater problem for students who worked, while five 
reported a "much greater" problem for that group of 
students. Twenty-one institutions reported that students 
with jobs did not experience greater flight progress 
delays. The data from Question 8 are reported in 
Table 4.8. 
Question 9. Does your institution reguire flight 
students to pre-pay anticipated aircraft rental costs at 
or before the beginning of each semester? Question 9 was 
designed to determine institutional policy toward 
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prepayment of flight costs, and whether students who 
prepaid their flight fees experienced fewer progress 
delays. 
The responses to Question 9 indicated that 27 
institutions, or approximately 42%, required prepayment 
from their flight students. Thirty-seven, or about 58%, 
did not require prepayment. 
Question 9 was utilized for a crosstabulation with 
Question 6, regarding the level of flight student 
progress delay problems by institution (see Table 4.24). 
The data from Question 6 are reported in Table 4.9. 
Table 4.8 
Number of Flight Student Progress Delays for 
Students with Jobs 
Institution Number Percent 
No.21 32.81 
Yes, somewhat greater.27 42.19 
Yes, much greater. 5 7.81 
Not applicable.10 15.63 
Non-response.1 1.56 
Total.64 100.00 
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II Question 10. If the answer to Question 9 is "No, 
does your institution require any formal determination 
that the student has sufficient funds at his/her disposal 
to complete the upcoming semester's flight training? 
Question 10 was designed to establish the number of 
respondents that, although not requiring pre-payment of a 
student's flight training costs, endeavored to determine 
the student's financial ability to complete the 
semester's flying. Also, Question 10 was designed for a 
crosstabulation with Question 6, regarding the level of 
flight student progress delay problems by institution 
(see Table 4.25). The data from Question 10 are reported 
in Table 4.10. 
Table 4.9 
Institutional Policy Toward Prepayment of Student Flight 
Costs 
Institution Number Percent 
Prepayment required.27 42.19 
Prepayment not required.37 57.81 
Total.64 100.00 
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Question 11. How many of your flight students fail 
to complete their flight course in the semester 
predicated by the syllabus? Question 11 was designed to 
gather information about the percentage of the 
institution's flight students who did not complete their 
flight training in the predicated semester. Also, 
Question 11 was designed for a crosstabulation with 
Question 6, regarding the level of flight student 
progress delay problems by institution (see Table 4.26). 
The data from Question 11 are reported in Table 4.11. 
Table 4.10 
Institutions Requiring a Formal Determination of Flight 
Student Financial Ability 
Requirement Number Percent 
Yes. .9 14.06 
No. .30 46.88 
Not applicable. 15.63 
Non-response. .15 23.43 
Total. 100.00 
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Table 4.11 
Number of Students Failing to Complete Flight Training in 
the Predicated Semester 
Non-Completion Number Percent 
None. 
1-10%. 
11-25%. 
26-50%. 
More than 50% 
Non-response. 
Total. 
1.56 
13 20.30 
22 34.38 
14 21.88 
12 18.75 
3.13 
64 100.00 
Question 12. If the answer to Question 11 is other 
than "None," please rank the following as causal factors 
in flight training delays (Place the number 1 through 5 
next to the item in the order of its importance; "1" 
being the item most responsible for the flight training 
delays). The data from Question 12 were used to 
determine the most prominent causal factors, in the 
opinion of the respondents, for student flight training 
delays. By means of an "Other" category, the respondents 
were given an opportunity to provide a causal factor 
other than those anticipated by the researcher. 
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"Finances" was chosen by the respondents as the 
largest causal factor in flight student progress delays 
by 28 institutions. "Weather" was chosen as the primary 
causal factor by 21 institutions. No institutions chose 
aircraft availability or instructor availability as the 
primary causal factor in flight student progress delays. 
The respondents were given an opportunity to comment 
on the types of problems that they experienced in the 
"Other" category. Twelve of the respondents noted the 
primary cause of flight student delays in this category. 
Some respondents listed several issues in the "Other" 
category, so that the total number of items do not equal 
the total number of "Other" questionnaire responses from 
Question 12. 
A listing of the problem areas noted by the 
respondents, follows: 
1. Transportation to and from the airport (2 responses) 
2. Language 
3. Inefficient use of time 
4. Student motivation (13 responses) 
5. Scheduling and attendance at flight lessons 
(6 responses) 
6. Student reliability 
7. Personal problems of the students 
8. Sickness 
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9. Students attending another college concomitantly 
10. Student lack of ability 
11. Low prioritization of flying (2 responses) 
12. Job interference (2 responses) 
13. Student self-discipline 
14. Academic workload prioritization 
15. Internships and cooperative programs 
16. Instructor motivation 
The data from Question 12 are reported in Table 4.12. 
Question 13. How many of your flight students fail 
to fly for three or more weeks during a semester in which 
they are enrolled in a flight course? Question 13 was 
used to determine the prevalence of non-flying periods 
for the institution's flight students. Also, Question 13 
was designed for a crosstabulation with Question 6, 
regarding the level of flight student progress delay 
problems by institution (see Table 4.27). Related 
research (Hollister, et al., 1973) reported that flight 
skills for low-time pilots decay rapidly during non¬ 
flying periods. 
The responses noted that eight institutions had no 
students who failed to fly for three or more weeks during 
a semester in which they were enrolled in a flight 
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Table 4.12 
Causal Factors in Flight Training Delays 
Rank: Weather Number Percent 
1.. 21 
2 19 
3 9 
4 0 
5 .2 
Non-response.13 
Total.64 
32.81 
29.69 
14.06 
0 
3.13 
20.31 
100.00 
Rank: Finances Number Percent 
1. 
2  
3 . 
4  
5 . 
Non-response 
Total. 
43.75 
21.88 
7.81 
4.68 
3.13 
18.75 
100.00 
(table continues) 
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Table 4.12 (continued) 
Rank: Aircraft Availability Number Percent 
1..0 0 
2 3 4.68 
3 19 29.69 
4 11 17.19 
5 .4 6.25 
Non-response.27 42.19 
Total.64 100.00 
Rank: Instructor Availability Number Percent 
0 
1.56 
9.38 
4. . . .21 32.81 
5  . . . . 8 12.50 
Non-response. 43.75 
Total. 100.00 
(table continues) 
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Table 4.12 (continued) 
Rank: Other Number Percent 
1.12 
2 . 15 
3 1 
4 0 
5 4 
Non-response.32 
Total.64 
18.75 
23.44 
1.56 
0 
6.25 
50.00 
100.00 
course. Twenty-five institutions noted that 1-10% of 
their students failed to fly for three or more weeks 
during the semester. Twenty institutions reported that 
11-25% of their students failed to fly for three or more 
weeks. Only one institution noted that 50% or more of 
their students failed to fly for three or more weeks. 
The data from Question 13 are reported in Table 4.13. 
Question 14. Does your institution utilize 
simulators or pilot ground trainers as a required part of 
your private pilot and commercial pilot flight courses? 
Question 14 was designed to determine the number of 
institutions that require the use of ground trainers in 
their flight courses. Also, Question 14 was used for a 
63 
Table 4.13 
Students Failing to Fly for Three or More Weeks During a 
Semester 
Students Number Percent 
None. 
1-10%. 
11-25%. 
26-50%. 
More than 50% 
Non-response. 
Total. 
12.50 
25 39.06 
20 31.25 
10.94 
1.56 
4.69 
64 100.00 
crosstabulation with Question 6, regarding the level of 
flight student progress delay problems by institution 
(see Table 4.28) . 
Fifty respondents, or approximately 78% of the 
institutions, reported that they utilized simulators or 
ground trainers in private pilot or commercial pilot 
flight courses. Fourteen institutions, or nearly 22%, 
reported that they did not use such training devices. 
The data from Question 14 are reported in Table 4.14. 
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Table 4.14 
Institutions Requiring the Use of Simulators or Ground 
Trainers in Private Pilot or Commercial Pilot Flight 
Courses 
Require Trainers Number Percent 
Yes.50 78.13 
No.14 21.88 
Total.64 100.00 
Question 15. Does your institution require the use 
of simulator or pilot ground trainers for flight students 
who do not fly for extended periods of time? Question 15 
was designed to determine the number of institutions that 
have an established simulator or ground trainer program 
to minimize the diminution of piloting skills for pilots 
who have not flown for extended periods. Also, Question 
15 was used for a crosstabulation with Question 6, 
regarding the level of flight student progress delay 
problems by institution (see Table 4.27). 
Only 10 of the responding institutions noted that 
they required the use of simulator or ground trainers for 
students who do not fly for extended periods of time. 
Fifty-two institutions, more than 81%, reported they did 
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not have such a requirement for their flight students. 
The data from Question 15 are reported in Table 4.15. 
Table 4.15 
Institutions Requiring Simulator or Ground Trainers for 
Students Who Do Not Fly for Extended Periods 
Require Trainers? Number Percent 
Yes.10 
No.52 
Non-response.2 
Total.64 
15.62 
81.25 
3.13 
100.00 
Question 16. On average, how many instructors does 
a typical student have during private pilot flight 
training? Question 16 was designed to determine the 
extent of flight instructor turnover during flight 
student private pilot certification. Also, Question 16 
used for a crosstabulation with Question 6, regarding the 
level of flight student progress delay problems by 
institution (see Table 4.30). 
Frequent changes in a student's flight instructor 
can cause breaks in continuity and costly repetition in 
the flight training syllabus. Thirty-seven of the 
institutions reported that students had an average of one 
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flight instructor during their private pilot flight 
training. Twenty institutions noted that students had an 
average of two flight instructors during private pilot 
training. The data from Question 16 are reported in 
Table 4.16. 
Question 17. Do you feel that flight instructor 
turnover is a factor in impeding student progress in your 
flight program? Question 17 was designed to determine 
the impact of flight instructor turnover on student 
progress. 
Fourteen institutions reported that flight 
instructor turnover was a minor factor in flight student 
progress delays, while five considered it to be a major 
factor. Forty-five institutions, or more than 70%, 
reported that flight instructor turnover was not a 
problem in progress delays. The responses are reported 
in Table 4.17. 
Question 18. Are "incomplete" grades more common 
for in-flight courses than for other courses at your 
institution? Question 18 was designed to determine the 
relative frequency of flight course incomplete grades in 
comparison with other academic courses at the 
institution. 
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Table 4.16 
Average Number of Flight Instructors During Private Pilot 
Flight Training 
Flight Instructors Number Percent 
One.37 57.82 
Two.20 31.25 
Three.4 6.35 
Four.1 1.56 
Other.1 1.56 
Total.64 100.00 
Note. One respondent to Question 16 listed "Other” as 
the choice. The respondent noted that the student had 
one instructor for ground training, one for simulation, 
one for stage checks, and one for flight training. 
A high percentage of incomplete grades, in 
comparison to other courses, could indicate a problem 
with flight student progress delays. Forty-nine of the 
63 institutions responding indicated that incomplete 
grades for flight students were more common than in other 
courses at their institutions. Only four respondents 
reported that flight course delays were less common. The 
responses to Question 18 are reported in Table 4.18. 
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Table 4.17 
Impact of Flight Instructor Turnover 
Factor Number Percent 
Yes, minor factor. .14 21.88 
Yes, major factor. .5 7.81 
No. 70.31 
Total. 100.00 
Question 19. Does your institution use the same 
policy regarding flight course "incomplete" grades as in 
other academic courses? Question 19 was designed to 
determine whether the institution provided greater 
flexibility to flight students who received incomplete 
grades in flight courses. Also, Question 19 was used for 
a crosstabulation with Question 6, regarding the level of 
flight student progress delay problems by institution 
(see Table 4.31). 
Thirty-three institutions, or more than 51%, 
reported that they used the "Same" policy. Thirty-one, 
or approximately 48%, noted a "More flexible" policy. No 
institutions responded as using a "Less flexible" policy. 
The data from Question 19 are reported in Table 4.19. 
69 
Table 4.18 
Relative Frequency of Incomplete Grades in Flight 
Courses 
Frequency Number Percent 
No, less common.4 
Yes, more common.49 
No difference.10 
Non-response.1 
Total.64 
6.25 
76.56 
15.63 
1.56 
100.00 
Question 20. Does your institution monitor 
student flight time during each semester? Question 20 
was used to determine the extent to which institutions 
monitored student flight time during each semester. 
Also, Question 20 was designed for a crosstabulation with 
Question 6, regarding the level of flight student 
progress delay problems by institution (see Table 4.32). 
Twenty-six institutions reported that they monitored 
flight student progress weekly, nine biweekly, and 15 
monthly. Only seven postsecondary institutions noted 
that they did not monitor flight student progress. 
Although the questionnaire did not provide an 
opportunity to indicate what was meant by an "Other" 
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Table 4.19 
Institutional Policy Toward Incomplete Grades for Flight 
Courses 
Institutional Flexibility Number Percent 
Same.3 3 
Less flexible.0 
More flexible.31 
Total.64 
51.56 
0 
48.44 
100.00 
response to Question 20, three respondents provided 
elaboration. Two reported that student flight progress 
was monitored daily, and the other that progress was 
monitored on a semester basis. The data from Question 20 
are reported in Table 4.20. 
Crosstabulations 
In this portion of the study a direct comparison was 
made between certain responses that suggest a 
relationship with each other. 
Crosstabulation 1. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 3, the geographic location of 
flight institutions within the United States, and 
Question 6, the question asking whether a problem of 
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Table 4.20 
Institutional Monitoring for Flight Student Progress 
Monitor Progress Number Percent 
No.7 
Yes, weekly.26 
Yes, biweekly.9 
Yes, monthly.15 
Other.7 
Total.64 
10.94 
40.63 
14.06 
23.44 
10.94 
100.00 
Note. Although the questionnaire did not provide an 
opportunity to indicate what was meant by an "Other" 
response to Question 20, three respondents provided 
elaboration. Two reported that student flight progress 
was monitored daily, and the other that progress was 
monitored on a semester basis. 
flight student progress delays exists at the institution, 
is reported in Table 4.21. 
In this crosstabulation, a respondent's 
institutional geographic location is compared to the 
level of flight student progress delays at the 
institution. The data indicated that 11 of 13 
institutions reporting from the "Southeast," or nearly 
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85%, noted either "Major” or "Minor" delays in flight 
student progress. Sixteen of the 20 institutions in the 
"N. Central" part of the country, or 80%, reported 
either "Major" or "Minor" delays. 
Crosstabulation 2. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 12, causal factors in flight 
training delays, and Question 3, the question asking 
geographic location of the institution in the United 
States, is reported in Table 4.22. 
In this crosstabulation, the respondents' 
institutional geographic location is compared to the 
primary causal factors in flight student progress delays. 
While the earlier tabulation of data from Question 12 in 
Table 4.12 listed all five possible causal factors ranked 
in order of importance, this crosstabulation is 
restricted to the primary (in this case number 1) causal 
factor reported by the respondents. 
Student financial condition was listed by nearly 46% 
of the respondents as the primary cause of flight student 
progress delays. Weather was the second most important 
causal factor, as noted by over 34% of the respondents. 
"Other" factors, noted earlier in this chapter, accounted 
for the remaining primary causal factors noted by 
respondents. 
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Table 4.21 
Geographic Location and Level of Flight Student Progress 
Delays 
Location 
Level of Delays 
None Minor Major 
Number/% 
Row Total 
4 
6.35 
13 
20.63 
20 
31.75 
11 
17.46 
4 
6.35 
11 
17.46 
63* 
100.00 
Note. *0ne of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one 
question in the crosstabulation, and was not included in 
Table 4.21. 
With more institutions indicating that finances were 
a greater factor than weather, potential changes in 
institutional policy regarding flight student finances 
could lead to fewer progress delays. 
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Two of the five possible choices available to the 
respondents on the questionnaire were not included in 
Table 4.22, since none of the respondents chose them (for 
example, aircraft availability and instructor 
availability) as primary causal factors in training 
delays. 
Crosstabulation 3. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 4, the institution's use of 
aircraft (owned and contracted), with the extent of the 
problem of student flight delays as perceived by the 
respondents in Question 6, is reported in Table 4.23. 
In this crosstabulation, the respondent's 
institutional policies on aircraft operation were 
compared to reported problems of flight student progress 
delays. The data indicated that no delays were 
experienced by four institutions that owned aircraft 
compared with three that contracted such services. 
"Major" and "Minor" delays were fairly evenly 
divided between the two types of institutions, with no 
trend discernable. No discernable difference could be 
derived from the data as to the benefits of ownership or 
contracting aircraft in relationship to flight student 
delays. 
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Table 4.22 
Geographic Location and Primary Causal Factor in Flight 
Student Progress Delays 
Cause of Delays Number/% 
Row Total 
Location Weather Finances Other 
Southwest 1 3 0 4 
1.6 4.9 0.0 6.56 
Southeast 4 5 2 11 
6.6 8.2 3.3 18.03 
N. Central 10 7 4 21 
16.4 11.5 6.6 34.43 
S. Central 0 7 4 11 
0.0 11.5 6.6 18.03 
Northwest 3 1 0 4 
4.9 1.6 0.0 6.56 
Northeast 3 5 2 10 
4.9 8.2 3.3 16.39 
Column 21 28 12 61* 
Total 34.43 45.90 19.67 100.00 
Note. *Three of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one or 
both questions in the crosstabulation, and were not 
included in Table 4.22. 
Crosstabulation 4. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 9, concerning an institution's 
policy about prepayment of flight student aircraft costs 
prior to the beginning of each semester, and Question 6, 
the question asking whether a problem of flight student 
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progress delays exists at the institution, is reported in 
Table 4.24. 
In this crosstabulation, the respondent's policy 
regarding prepayment of anticipated aircraft rental costs 
in advance of the semester are compared to the level of 
flight student progress delays at the institution. 
Thirty-three of the institutions required prepayment of 
their flight students, while 30 did not. 
The data also indicate that 21 of the 33 
institutions that require prepayment experienced "Minor" 
flight progress delays compared to 16 of the 30 
institutions that did not. Eight of the 33 institutions 
requiring prepayment experienced "Major" flight progress 
delays compared to 11 of the 30 institutions that did not 
require prepayment. 
Crosstabulation 5. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 10, the institution's policies 
regarding a formal determination of flight student 
financial condition prior to the beginning of a semester, 
and Question 6, the question asking whether a problem of 
flight student progress delays exists at the institution, 
is reported in Table 4.25. 
The data indicated a greater rate in the number of 
"Minor" problems of flight student delays at institutions 
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Table 4.23 
Aircraft Ownership/Contract Policy and Flight Student 
Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
None Minor Policy 
Own 
Lease 
Major 
4 21 8 
6.3 33.3 12.7 
3 16 11 
4.8 25.4 17.5 
Column 
Total 
7 
11.11 
37 
58.73 
19 
30.16 
Number/% 
Row Total 
33 
52.38 
30 
47.62 
63* 
100.00 
Note. *0ne of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one 
question in the crosstabulation, and was not included 
in Table 4.23. 
that used a formal process for determining student 
financial fitness. Seven of the nine institutions that 
utilized a formal process reported "Minor" problems, 
whereas only 12 out of 29 that did not require the 
determination of student finances reported such "Minor" 
problems. 
However, the data also indicated "Major" flight 
student delays at 14 of the 29 institutions that did not 
have a formal process for determining student financial 
fitness. Only one of the nine institutions that used a 
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Table 4.24 
Aircraft Prepayment Policy and Level of Flight Student 
Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
None Minor Policy 
Prepay 
No Prepay 
Major 
4 21 8 
6.3 33.3 12.7 
3 16 11 
4.8 25.4 17.5 
Column 
Total 
7 
11.11 
37 
58.73 
19 
30.16 
Number/% 
Row Total 
33 
52.38 
30 
47.62 
63* 
100.00 
Note. *One of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one 
question in the crosstabulation, and was not included in 
Table 4.24. 
formal process for determining student financial fitness 
experienced a "Major” flight student progress delay. 
Crosstabulation 6. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 11, the percentage of students 
failing to complete their flight courses in the semester 
predicated by the syllabus, and Question 6, the 
question asking whether a problem exists with flight 
student programmatic delays at the institution, is 
reported in Table 4.26. 
The issue of respondent perception of the problem, 
or lack of one, is addressed in Table 4.26. The data 
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indicate relative agreement on the perception of what 
constitutes a problem in flight student progress delays. 
However, the concept is not unanimous and may indicate 
the importance of qualitative research and in-depth 
interviews in this area. 
For example, four respondents reported that they 
were experiencing a "Minor" problem of flight student 
progress delays at their institution, despite their 
having reported that the level of flight students failing 
to complete the semester's flying was greater than 50%. 
Another respondent reported that no problem existed, 
despite noting that 26-50% of the institution's students 
failed to complete their semester's flying within the 
time prescribed by the syllabus. 
Crosstabulation 7. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 13, the number of flight students 
who fail to fly for three or more weeks during a semester 
in which they are enrolled in flight courses, and 
Question 6, the question asking whether a problem of 
flight student progress delays exists at the institution, 
is reported in Table 4.27. 
The data reported in crosstabulation 4.27 show a 
wide range of responses. However, those respondents who 
80 
Table 4.25 
Institutional Determination of Flight Student Finances 
and Level of Flight Student Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
Determination None Minor Major 
Yes 
No 
Not 
applicable 
Column 
Total 
1 7 1 
2.1 14.6 2.1 
3 12 14 
6.3 25.0 29.2 
2 6 2 
4.2 12.5 4.2 
6 
12.50 
25 
52.08 
17 
35.42 
Number/% 
Row Total 
9 
18.75 
29 
60.42 
10 
20.83 
48* 
100.00 
Note. *Sixteen of the 64 institutions that provided 
flight training for academic credit did not respond to 
one or more questions in the crosstabulation, and were 
not included in Table 4.25. 
reported that none of their students failed to fly for 
three or more weeks during the semester also reported a 
low incidence of flight student progress delays. 
Nineteen of the 20 respondents who indicated that 
11-25% of their flight students failed to fly for three 
or more weeks reported progress delays, 50% of which were 
"Major.” Five of the seven respondents who noted that 
26-50% of their students were not flying for three or 
more weeks reported "Major" delays. 
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The results of this crosstablulation indicate the 
importance of institutional policies geared toward 
reducing non-flying periods for students. According to 
Hollister et al. (1973), skills for low-time pilots will 
"decay exponentially to zero with a time constant of four 
weeks of no flying" (p. x). 
Crosstabulation 8. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 14, the use of simulators as a 
required part of private pilot and commercial pilot 
flight courses, and Question 6, the question asking 
whether a problem of flight student progress delays 
exists at the institution, is reported in Table 4.28. 
The data indicated that approximately 78% of the 
institutions required the use of simulators in their 
flight courses. Seven of the 49 institutions that 
required the use of simulators reported no delays. None 
of the 14 institutions in the other group reported no 
flight progress delays. 
Crosstabulation 9. A comparison between Question 15, 
regarding the institution's use of simulators or pilot 
ground trainers for flight students who do not fly for 
extended periods of time, and Question 6, the 
question asking whether a problem of flight student 
progress delays existed at the institution, is reported 
in Table 4.29. 
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Table 4.26 
Percentage of Students with Incompletes and Level of 
Flight Student Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
% Incomplete None Minor Major 
1-10 
11-25 
26-50 
>50 
1 0 0 
1.6 0.0 0.0 
2 11 0 
3.3 18.0 0.0 
2 15 4 
3.3 24.6 6.6 
1 6 7 
1.6 9.8 11.5 
0 4 8 
0.0 6.6 13.1 
Column 
Total 
6 
9.84 
36 
59.02 
19 
31.15 
Number/% 
Row Total 
1 
1.64 
13 
21.31 
21 
34.43 
14 
22.95 
12 
19.67 
61* 
100.00 
Note. *Three of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one or 
more questions in the crosstabulation, and were not 
included in Table 4.26. 
In this crosstabulation, a difference between those 
institutions that required the use of simulators for 
students who did not fly for extended periods of time and 
those that had no such policy was shown in the data. Of 
the 61 institutions responding to this question, 10 
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required the use of simulators for extended non-flying 
periods, while 51 did not. 
The 10 institutions that required the use of 
simulators during extended non-flying periods experienced 
eight "Minor" delays and only one "Major" delay. The 51 
Table 4.27 
Students Failing to Fly for Three or More Weeks and Level 
of Flight Student Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
% Not Flying None Minor Major 
1-10 
11-25 
26-50 
>50 
Column 
Total 
2 6 0 
3.3 9.8 0.0 
3 19 3 
4.9 31.1 4.9 
1 9 10 
1.6 14.8 16.4 
0 2 5 
0.0 3.3 8.2 
0 0 1 
0.0 0.0 1.6 
6 36 19 
9.84 59.02 31.15 
Number/% 
Row Total 
8 
13.11 
25 
40.98 
20 
32.79 
7 
11.48 
1 
1.64 
61* 
100.00 
Note. *Three of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one or 
more questions in the crosstabulation, and were not 
included in Table 4.27. 
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Table 4.28 
Use of Simulators as Part of Flight Course and Level of 
Flight Student Progress Delays 
Require 
Yes 
No 
Level of Delays 
None Minor Major 
7 32 10 
11.1 50.8 15.9 
0 5 9 
0.0 7.9 14.3 
Column 
Total 
7 
11.11 
37 
58.73 
19 
30.16 
Number/% 
Row Total 
49 
77.78 
14 
22.22 
63* 
100.00 
Note. *0ne of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one of 
the questions in the crosstabulation, and was not 
included in Table 4.28. 
institutions that did not require the use of simulators 
during extended non-flying periods experienced 28 "Minor" 
delays and 18 "Major" delays. 
Crosstabulation 10. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 16, the number of flight 
instructors for a typical student during private pilot 
flight training, and Question 6, the question asking 
whether a problem of flight student progress exists at 
the institution, is reported in Table 4.30. 
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In this crosstabulation, the data indicated that 
students at 37 of the 62 institutions responding had only 
one flight instructor during their private pilot flight 
training. Nineteen of the 62 responding institutions 
reported that their students had an average of two 
instructors during that period. 
Crosstabulation 11. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 19, asking whether the 
institutions utilized the same policy regarding flight 
course "incomplete" grades as in other academic courses, 
and Question 6, the question asking whether a problem of 
flight student progress delays exists at the institution, 
is reported in Table 4.31. 
In this crosstabulation, the data indicated little 
difference in between institutions that exhibited the 
"Same" policy as in other academic areas and those with a 
"More flexible" policy. No tabulation was listed for the 
"Less flexible" category provided on the questionnaire, 
since none of the respondents noted that category. 
Crosstabulation 12. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 20, the institution's policies 
toward monitoring student flight time during each 
semester, and Question 6, the question asking whether a 
problem of flight student progress delays exists at the 
institution, is reported in Table 4.32. 
86 
Table 4.29 
Require Use of Simulators During Extended Non-Flying 
Periods and Level of Flight Student Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
Use Simulators None Minor 
Number/% 
Row Total 
Major 
Yes 
No 
1 8 1 
1.6 13.1 1.6 
5 28 18 
8.2 45.9 29.5 
Column 
Total 
6 
9.84 
36 
59.02 
19 
31.15 
10 
16.39 
51 
83.61 
61* 
100.00 
Note. *Three of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one or 
more questions in the crosstabulation, and were not 
included in Table 4.29. 
Six respondents indicated that their institutions 
did not monitor flight student progress during each 
semester. Monitoring was conducted by 57 responding 
institutions, for a rate of approximately 90%. 
Of the six institutions that did not monitor student 
progress, four, or nearly two-thirds of them, reported 
"Major" progress delays. However, no clear pattern could 
be discerned from the data, especially noting that only 2 
of the 26 institutions that conducted "Weekly" monitoring 
reported no flight student progress delays. 
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Table 4.30 
Number of Instructors for Private Pilot Training and 
Level of Flight Student Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
Instructors None Minor Major 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Other 
4 23 10 
6.5 37.1 16.1 
2 11 6 
3.2 17.7 9.7 
0 1 3 
0.0 1.6 4.8 
0 1 0 
0.0 1.6 0.0 
1 0 0 
1.6 0.0 0.0 
Column 
Total 
7 
11.29 
36 
58.06 
19 
30.65 
Number/% 
Row Total 
37 
59.68 
19 
30.65 
4 
6.45 
1 
1.61 
1 
1.61 
62* 
100.00 
Note. *Two of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one or 
more of the questions in the crosstabulation. Therefore, 
they were excluded from Table 4.30. 
Crosstabulation 13. A comparison between the data 
gathered from Question 5, concerning the highest degree 
offered by an institution's flight program, and Question 
6, the question asking whether a problem of flight 
student progress delays exists at the institution, is 
reported in Table 4.33. 
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Table 4.31 
Institution's Policy Toward Incomplete Flight Grades and 
Level of Flight Student Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
None Minor Policy 
Same 
More 
flexible 
Major 
4 20 9 
6.3 31.7 14.3 
3 17 10 
4.8 27.0 15.9 
Column 
Total 
7 
11.11 
37 
58.73 
19 
30.16 
Number/% 
Row Total 
33 
52.38 
30 
47.62 
63* 
100.00 
Note. *0ne of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one 
question in the crosstabulation, and was not included in 
Table 4.31. 
In this crosstabulation, the data indicate that 
little difference occurred between two-year and four-year 
institutions and the incidence of the combined "Major" 
and "Minor" flight student progress delays. Of the 21 
"Associate" institutions responding to the question, 19, 
or approximately 90%, reported either "Major" or "Minor" 
progress delays. Of the 39 four-year institutions 
responding, 36, or approximately 92%, reported either 
"Major" or "Minor" progress delays. However, a greater 
proportion of "Major" flight student progress delays was 
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Table 4.32 
Flight Student Monitoring Policies and Level of Flight 
Student Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
Policy None Minor Major 
None 0 2 4 
0.0 3.2 6.3 
Weekly 2 15 9 
3.2 23.8 14.3 
Biweekly 1 7 1 
1.6 11.1 1.6 
Monthly 3 9 3 
4.8 14.3 4.8 
Other 1 4 2 
1.6 6.3 3.2 
Column 7 37 19 
Total 11.11 58.73 30.16 
6 
9.52 
26 
41.27 
9 
14.29 
15 
23.81 
7 
11.11 
63* 
100.00 
Note. *One of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one 
question in the crosstabulation, and was not included 
in Table 4.32. 
Number/% 
Row Total 
experienced by two-year institutions (38%), than by four- 
year institutions (28%). 
Correlation Analysis 
The correlation coefficient measures the strength of 
the linear relationship between two variables on a scale 
of -1 to +1. The probability, or "P value," is used to 
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Table 4.33 
Highest Degree Offered and Level of Flight Student 
Progress Delays 
Level of Delays 
None Minor Degree 
Associate 
Bachelor 
Other 
Column 
Total 
7 
11.11 
37 
58.73 
Major 
2 11 8 
3.2 17.5 12.7 
3 25 11 
4.8 39.7 17.5 
2 1 0 
3.2 1.6 0.0 
19 
30.16 
Number/% 
Row Total 
21 
33.33 
39 
61.90 
3 
4.76 
63* 
100.00 
Note. *One of the 64 institutions that provided flight 
training for academic credit did not respond to one 
question in the crosstabulation, and was not included 
in Table 4.33. 
test whether the coefficient is significantly different 
from zero. Pearson product-moment correlations were used 
to determine the relationships between the variables. 
If the P value for a pair of variables is small, or, 
as in this context, less than an alpha level of .05, 
there is a significant correlation between the pair of 
variables. The pairs of variables in Appendix E were 
significantly correlated at the 5% level. 
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While exploration of relationships between variables 
is important, the researcher felt that no conclusive 
cause-and-effeet relationship could be deduced from the 
correlations. "Correlational statistics can be used to 
explore cause-and-effeet relationships between variables, 
but the obtained results do not generally lead to strong 
conclusions" (Borg and Gall, 1989, p. 576). 
Analysis of Findings 
This study of postsecondary flight training delays 
began with six basic research questions. The respondents 
at the University Aviation Association institutions 
surveyed were asked to respond to the following 
questions: 
1. How many UAA institutions nationwide are currently 
experiencing problems with flight student programmatic 
delays, whereby students fail to complete their flight 
courses in the semester prescribed by the curriculum? 
2. Is the problem of flight student programmatic delays 
increasing or decreasing? 
3. Is there a difference between less-than-four-year and 
four-year postsecondary flight training institutions in 
the area of flight student training progression? 
4. Is the use of flight simulation related to 
postsecondary flight student training progression? 
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5. Is institutional monitoring of student flight 
progress during the semester related to flight student 
training progression? 
6. Are weather, geographic location, instructor 
availability, instructor turnover, aircraft availability, 
and institutional financial and grading policies related 
to flight student training progression? 
Research Question 1 pertained to the number of 
University Aviation Association (UAA) institutions 
nationwide that were currently experiencing problems with 
flight student programmatic delays. Responses to this 
question were garnered from Item 6 from the 
questionnaire. The responses to Item 6 reported whether 
the institution was experiencing no problem, a minor 
problem, or a major problem. 
The results were reported in Table 4.6. The data 
revealed that nearly 88% of the postsecondary 
institutions were experiencing a problem with the failure 
of flight students to complete their flight courses in 
the semester prescribed by the curriculum. Responses to 
Item 6 from the questionnaire reported that 37 
institutions, or 58% of the respondents, were 
experiencing minor delays, and 19 institutions, or nearly 
30%, were experiencing major delays. Only seven 
institutions, or 11%, reported that they were not 
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experiencing a problem with flight student programmatic 
delays. 
In addition to the direct response from the 
participants to Research Question 1 in Item 6 of the 
questionnaire, further data were gathered in Item 11 of 
the questionnaire. In that question, participants were 
asked "How many of your flight students fail to complete 
their flight course in the semester predicated by the 
syllabus?" 
The responses to Item 11 were reported in Table 
4.11. Of the respondents, over 20% noted that 1-10% of 
their students failed to complete their flight course in 
the prescribed semester; over 34% reported 11-25%; nearly 
22% noted 26-50%, and nearly 19% responded that more than 
50% of their students failed to complete their flight 
courses on time. One respondent reported that all of 
their institution's students completed their flight 
courses in the semester predicated by the syllabus. 
Research Question 2 pertained to whether the problem 
of flight student programmatic delays was increasing or 
decreasing at institutions where the respondents reported 
that a problem existed. The results were reported in 
Table 4.7. The data revealed that 42 respondents (nearly 
66%) reported no trend. Ten respondents (nearly 16%) 
reported that the problem of flight student programmatic 
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delays was decreasing, while 7 (nearly 11%) reported the 
problem was increasing. 
Research Question 3 sought to identify whether there 
was a difference between less-than-four-year and four- 
year postsecondary flight training institutions in the 
area of flight student training progression. The results 
were reported in Table 4.33. Thirty-nine, or nearly 62% 
of the reporting postsecondary institutions were four- 
year schools, and twenty-one, or approximately 33% were 
two-year schools. Three respondents, or approximately 
5%, noted "Other" (two granting a master's degree and the 
other no degree). 
While both the two-year and four-year institutions 
reported combined minor and major problems with flight 
student progression of approximately 88%, the two-year 
institutions had a greater rate of reported "Major" 
problems. Two-year schools reported "Major" problems in 
38% of the responses, while four-year schools reported 
"Major" problems in approximately 28% of the responses. 
Research Question 4 sought information on whether 
the use of flight simulation was related to postsecondary 
flight student training progression. Items 14 and 15 
from the questionnaire were used to elicit information on 
this subject. The results of a crosstabulation between 
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Items 14 and 15 with Item 6 from the questionnaire were 
reported in Tables 4.28 and 4.29 respectively. 
The data in Table 4.28 indicated that nearly 78% of 
the institutions require the use of simulators or pilot 
ground training devices as a part of their private or 
commercial pilot flight courses. While approximately 22% 
reported no such requirement for their flight students, 
those schools produced nearly half of the "Major” problem 
responses in Item 6 of the questionnaire. 
The responses to Item 15 indicated that 
approximately 81% of the schools did not require the use 
of simulators for students with extended non-flying 
periods. However, the schools that did require the use 
of simulators for students who did not fly for three or 
more weeks reported a lower rate of "Major" problems with 
student progress. 
There was a total of 62 responses to Item 15. Ten 
reported that they required the use of ground trainers 
during such non-flying periods, with only one reporting 
"Major" progress problems. Fifty-two reported they did 
not use such devices, and reported 18 "Major" progress 
problems. 
The data indicated a relationship between the 
incidence of major flight student progress delays at 
postsecondary institutions and the use of ground training 
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devices. While the use of ground trainers does not 
0 
appear to lessen the incidence of minor problems, it 
appears to be related to a reduction in the rate of major 
progress delays. 
Research Question 5 asked whether the monitoring of 
student flight progress during the semester was related 
to flight student training progression. The responses to 
this question were garnered from Item 20 of the 
questionnaire. 
The results from these data were reported in Table 
4.20. The responses indicated that approximately 90% of 
the institutions monitored the progress of their flight 
students during the semester. By reviewing the 
crosstabulation in Table 4.32, no clear relationship can 
be drawn between institutional monitoring of flight 
student progress during the semester and flight student 
delays. 
Research Question 6 asked if weather, geographic 
location, instructor availability, instructor turnover, 
aircraft availability, and institutional financial and 
grading policies were related to flight student training 
progression. 
Item 12 from the questionnaire elicited responses 
regarding weather, instructor availability, and aircraft 
availability as factors in flight training delays. The 
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results were noted in Table 4.12. Twenty-one of the 64 
institutions, or approximately 33%, reported that weather 
was the major factor in flight training delays. Also in 
Table 4.12, 28 institutions, or nearly 44%, noted that 
student finances were the most important causal factor 
for flight training delays. 
Item 12 also asked the respondents to rank 
instructor and aircraft availability as causal factors in 
flight student progress delays. None of the respondents 
reported these two areas as primary causal factors. 
A crosstabulation of institutional geographic 
location in Item 3 of the questionnaire and Item 6, 
indicating problems with flight student progress delays, 
was developed in Table 4.21. The data indicated no clear 
relationship between geographic location of the school 
and flight student progress delays. A larger percentage 
of the institutions in the north central United States 
(20%) reported no problems with flight student progress 
delays than those located in the southeastern United 
States (approximately 15%). 
Item 17 from the questionnaire asked whether flight 
instructor turnover was a factor in flight student 
progress delays. The results were reported in 
Table 4.17. The results indicated that flight instructor 
turnover was not a major problem at most institutions. 
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Forty-five, or approximately 70%, reported no problems in 
that area. 
Items 9 and 10 of the questionnaire were related to 
institutional financial policies and their impact of 
flight student progress delays. These results were 
reported in Tables 4.9 and 4.10, respectively. The 
responses from Items 9 and 10 were crosstabulated with 
the responses from Item 6 of the questionnaire, which 
asked whether the institution was experiencing a problem 
with flight student progress delays. The results were 
reported in Tables 4.24 and 4.25. The data in the 
crosstabulations revealed a relationship between 
institutional financial policies and the number of 
"Major" progress delays. 
The data indicated "Major" flight student delays at 
14 of the 29 institutions that did not have a formal 
process for determining student financial fitness. Only 
one of nine that did determine student financial fitness 
reported experiencing "Major" progress delays. 
Item 19 from the questionnaire asked whether the 
respondent's institution used the same policy regarding 
flight course incomplete grades as in other academic 
courses. The results were reported in Table 4.19. 
Approximately 48% of the respondents reported a more 
flexible policy rendered toward flight students, while 
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nearly 52% reported using the same policy as in other 
academic courses. None of the respondents reported that 
a less flexible policy was used for flight students. 
A crosstabulation was developed using Item 19 and 
Item 6, the level of reported flight student progress 
delays. As reported in Table 4.31, there was little 
difference between the institutions with the "Same” 
policy as in other academic courses and those with a 
"More flexible" grading policy. 
Of the 33 institutions reporting the "Same" policy 
toward incomplete flight grades, 20 reported "Minor" 
problems and 9 reported "Major" problems. Of the 30 
institutions reporting a "More flexible" policy, 17 
indicated "Minor" problems and 10 reported "Major" 
problems. 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to determine the 
number of UAA member postsecondary institutions that were 
experiencing student delays in flight certification. 
Such delays can lead to increased costs for the student, 
the failure to complete the intended academic program, 
and an interruption in career progression. 
This study queried the aviation program 
administrators of UAA member flight institutions to 
determine the extent of the problem. Through a 
questionnaire, the researcher determined whether a 
relationship existed between student flight curriculum 
progress and certain identified factors at those 
institutions. 
A descriptive research methodology was utilized to 
obtain and report the data for this study. A survey 
questionnaire was sent to all members of the University 
Aviation Association (UAA) who were located in the United 
States, with the exception of the researcher's home 
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institution. The University Aviation Association was 
founded in 1950 and is a national organization 
representing the interests of institutions with 
postsecondary aviation programs. 
The results of the study were based upon the data 
collected from the questionnaires completed by the 
respondents. The study provided useful information about 
the propensity for flight student programmatic delays at 
the institutions, and respondent perceptions of the chief 
causal factors for such delays. Data on institutional 
policies and how they relate to flight student delays 
were also gathered. 
With the growing importance of postsecondary 
institutions in the training of commercial pilots, it is 
important that the body of research in this area of 
education be expanded. No prior studies have been 
conducted in the area of postsecondary flight student 
progress delays. This study was conducted in an effort 
to identify the causal factors in such delays, so as to 
provide a basis for remedial methodologies. 
Conclusions and Interpretations 
As a result of the data obtained by this study, the 
following conclusions and interpretations were drawn: 
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1. Approximately 88% of UAA postsecondary 
institutions that offer flight programs 
indicated that they were experiencing major or 
minor problems with flight student progress 
delays. 
2. No trend was reported in the rate of flight 
student progress delays. 
3. No relationship was noted between the incidence 
of flight student progress delays and the level 
of degree offered at the postsecondary 
institutions. A larger percentage of the flight 
student progress delays were classified as major 
at the two-year institutions. 
4. The use of simulators or ground training devices 
was related to a reduction in "Major" flight 
student progress delays. 
5. No clear relationship could be established 
between institutional monitoring of flight 
student progress during the semester and a 
reduction in flight student progress delays. 
6. No relationship was established between weather 
as a causal factor and geographic location. 
Instructor turnover, instructor availability, 
and aircraft availability were not factors in 
flight student progress delays. Institutional 
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financial policies were related to student 
delays. No relationship was found between 
grading policies (for example, incomplete 
grades) and student delays. 
The results of this study showed that flight student 
progress delays (29.7% major and 57.8% minor) were a 
problem at approximately 88% of UAA institutions, as 
indicated in Table 4.6 and Figure 5.1. As presented in 
Table 4.7 and Figure 5.2, the majority of the respondents 
indicated that there was no trend in the level of flight 
student delays. 
No Problem Minor Problem I i Major Problem 
Figure 5.1 
Level of Flight Student Progress Delays by Institution 
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Figure 5.2 
Institutional Flight Student Progress Delays 
Prior to this study, the researcher anticipated that 
two-year postsecondary institutions, with fewer cognate 
and general education course demands upon their flight 
students than four-year schools, would experience a lower 
incidence of flight progress delays. 
As presented in Table 4.33 and Figure 5.3, there was 
little reported difference between the two-year and four- 
year institutions and the combined incidence of "Major" 
and "Minor" flight student progress delays. The 
percentage of "Major" flight student progress delays was 
greater at the two-year postsecondary institutions. 
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Figure 5.3 
Highest Degree Offered by Institution's Flight Program 
and Level of Flight Student Progress Delays 
The relationship between geographic location and the 
role of weather was a lesser causal factor than 
anticipated by the researcher. As shown in Table 4.21 
and Figure 5.4, little difference in the total responses 
to "Major" and "Minor" delays were reported by schools in 
weather-impacted areas and typically fair weather 
regions. 
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Number of Institutions 
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Southwest Southeast N.Central S.Central Northwest Northeast 
No Delay Minor Delay 1 I Major Delay 
Figure 5.4 
Geographic Location and Level of Flight Student 
Progress Delays 
Prior to this study, the researcher anticipated that 
flight instructor turnover could be a factor in flight 
student progress delays. This concept was garnered from 
a study at the researcher's home institution (Bryan, 
1995), where students reported turnover as a problem. 
However, as was shown in Table 4.17 and presented in 
Figure 5.5, the respondents from the national survey did 
not corroborate the researcher's earlier finding. 
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Number of Institutions 
Minor Prob. Major Prob. I - I No Prob. 
Figure 5.5 
Impact of Flight Instructor Turnover 
The financial policies of the institutions are 
factors in flight student progress. As was shown Tables 
4.24 and 4.25, institutions that either required 
prepayment from their flight students or engaged in a 
formal financial determination prior to each semester, 
had fewer "Major" flight progress problems than the other 
institutions. 
Simulators or ground training devices are 
important tools in reducing flight student progress 
delays. As shown in Table 4.28, the institutions that 
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used these devices experienced a lower rate of "Major” 
delays and reported the only incidence of no delays. 
As shown in Table 4.29, the relatively small number 
of institutions that required the use of ground training 
devices during periods of student non-flying experienced 
fewer problems with "Major" flight progress delays. The 
10 institutions that required the use of simulators 
reported only one "Major" delay, for a "Major" delay rate 
of 10%. The other 51 institutions experienced 18 "Major" 
flight student progress delays, for a "Major" delay rate 
of approximately 35%. 
An unanticipated result of this study was the large 
number of respondents indicating that student 
motivational factors were a problem. In response to Item 
12 from the questionnaire, more than one-fourth of the 
respondents indicated that either student motivation or 
related issues (reliability, self-discipline, workload 
prioritization, scheduling, and the like) were important 
issues in training delays. 
One institution indicated that it addressed the 
issue of student motivation by conducting institutional 
flight scheduling (in other words, flights were not 
scheduled by the student). Further, if students failed 
to meet a scheduled flight period on more than three 
occasions, the student was dropped from the program. The 
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respondent noted that such policies were appropriate in 
preparing professionals for an industry with rigorous 
demands. 
Recommendations 
Indications are that postsecondary flight training 
institutions will continue to play an increasingly 
important role in the training of professional cockpit 
crewmembers. With the high cost of the flight component 
of that training, it is important that postsecondary 
administrators and educators understand the underlying 
factors in flight student progress delays. 
Prior to this study, no information was available 
about the incidence of flight student delays at 
postsecondary institutions. With the results of the 
study indicating that nearly 88% of the institutions were 
experiencing such delays, policies should be implemented 
to ameliorate the problem. 
The study indicated that institutions that do not 
require prepayment of flight fees or engage in a formal 
determination of flight student finances prior to the 
start of a semester experience a higher percentage of 
"Major" delays. It is recommended that institutions 
engage in a formal determination of student financial 
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fitness or prepayment in an effort to reduce "Major” 
flight progress delays. 
The use of ground-based flight training devices was 
found to be associated with a reduction in flight student 
progress delays. With the increasing sophistication and 
modest cost of such devices, it is recommended that 
institutions incorporate the use of ground-based trainers 
in their flight courses. 
Further, the research indicated that institutions 
requiring the use of ground-based training devices for 
students who did not fly for three or more weeks 
experienced a lesser rate of "Major" flight progress 
delays. 
This conclusion is supported by the earlier research 
of Hollister et al. (1973) that noted flight skills for 
low-time pilots "will decay exponentially to zero with a 
time constant of four weeks of no flying" (p. x). 
Therefore, it is recommended that institutions 
incorporate policies that require the use of ground-based 
trainers for students subjected to non-flying periods of 
three or more weeks. 
Further research is recommended in the areas of 
institutional financial policies toward postsecondary 
flight students, as well as flight student motivational 
111 
attitudes, and their effect on progress delays. The use 
of qualitative techniques such as in-depth interviewing 
would likely yield greater understanding in these areas. 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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POSTSECONDARY PILOT TRAINING QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please respond in the spaces provided. Thank you for 
your participation! 
1. Does your institution presently offer flight training 
courses for credit, either through its own or contract 
flight facilities? 
Yes No 
(If the answer to this question is no, please stop here 
and return the questionnaire in the envelope provided.) 
2. How many students are enrolled in aviation programs 
at your institution? 
_Less than 50 50-199 200-500 501-1000 
More than 1,000 
3. Which of the following best describes the geographic 
location of your institution in the United States? 
_Southwest _Southeast _N. Central _S. Central 
Northwest Northeast 
4. Does your institution operate its own fleet of 
training aircraft, or does it utilize the services of 
contract flight schools? 
_Uses own fleet _Uses contract flight schools 
5. What is the highest degree offered in your school's 
flight program? 
_Associate _Baccalaureate _Other (Please 
indicate:_) 
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6. Does a problem exist at your institution with the 
failure of aviation students to complete their flight 
courses in the prescribed semester? 
_No _Yes, minor problem _Yes, major problem 
7. Referring to Question 6, is the problem increasing or 
decreasing? 
_Increasing _Decreasing _No Trend _N/A 
8. Referring to Question 6, is the problem greater for 
students with jobs? 
_No _Yes, somewhat greater _Yes, much greater 
_N/A 
9. Does your institution require flight students to pre¬ 
pay anticipated aircraft rental costs at or before the 
beginning of each semester? 
_Yes _No, prepayment not required 
10. If the answer to Question 9 is "No," does your 
institution require any formal determination that the 
student has sufficient funds at his/her disposal to 
complete the upcoming semester's flight training? 
_Yes _No _N/A 
11. How many of your flight students fail to complete 
their flight course in the semester predicated by the 
syllabus? 
None 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% 
More than 50% 
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12. If the answer to Question 11 is other than "None,” 
please rank the following as causal factors in flight 
training delays (Place the number 1 through 5 next to the 
item in the order of its importance; "1" being the item 
most responsible for the flight training delays). 
_Weather _Finances _Aircraft Availability 
_Instructor Availability 
_Other (Please describe:____) 
13. How many of your flight students fail to fly for 
three or more weeks during a semester in which they are 
enrolled in a flight course? 
_None _1-10% _11-25% _26-50% 
More than 50% 
14. Does your institution utilize simulators or pilot 
ground trainers as a required part of your private pilot 
and commercial pilot flight courses? 
Yes No 
15. Does your institution require the use of simulator or 
pilot ground trainers for flight students who do not fly 
for extended periods of time? 
Yes No 
16. On average, how many instructors does a typical 
student have during private pilot flight training? 
_One _Two _Three _Four 
_Other (Please indicate:_) 
17. Do you feel that flight instructor turnover is a 
factor in impeding student progress in your flight 
program? 
_Yes, minor factor _Yes, major factor _No 
116 
18. Are "incomplete" grades more common for in-flight 
courses than for other courses at your institution? 
_No, less common _Yes, more common 
_No difference 
19. Does your institution use the same policy regarding 
flight course "incomplete" grades as in other academic 
courses? 
_Same _Less flexible _More flexible 
20. Does your institution monitor student flight time 
during each semester? 
_No _Yes, weekly _Yes, biweekly 
_Yes, monthly _Other 
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE COVER LETTER 
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Dear Fellow Aviation Educator, 
As part of my doctoral dissertation research, I am 
currently conducting a study of student flight training 
progress in postsecondary aviation programs. The data 
collected will allow me to better understand the nature 
of flight student curricular progression at UAA 
institutions, and reasons why some aviation students fail 
to complete flight courses in a timely manner. A 
stamped, self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your 
convenience. The questionnaire should take less than 
five minutes to complete. 
Since the number of UAA members is relatively small, your 
participation is very important to my research. All data 
collected through this questionnaire are reported in the 
aggregate. All respondents shall remain anonymous. A 
copy of the survey results will be made available upon 
request. 
Your informed consent to participate in this study 
under the conditions described above is understood 
by your completing the questionnaire and submitting 
it to the researcher. Do not complete the 
questionnaire or return it if you do not agree to 
these conditions. 
Please take part in this study by completing and 
returning the questionnaire as soon as possible. I thank 
you very much for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Jon L. Bryan 
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APPENDIX C 
PILOT SURVEY COVER LETTER 
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Dear Fellow Aviation Educator, 
As part of my doctoral dissertation research, I am 
conducting a study of student flight training progress in 
postsecondary aviation programs. The data collected will 
allow me to better understand the nature of flight 
student curricular progression at UAA institutions, and 
reasons why some aviation students fail to complete 
flight courses in a timely manner. 
You have been selected as one of five aviation educators 
at UAA institutions to receive a "pilot" copy of my 
survey instrument. I ask that you complete the survey 
and indicate where changes, if any, should be made for 
clarity and usefulness. 
Your comments will be very helpful in my preparation of 
the main survey. A stamped, self-addressed envelope is 
enclosed for your convenience. The questionnaire itself 
should take less than five minutes to complete. All 
respondents shall remain anonymous. A copy of the survey 
results will be made available upon request. 
Your informed consent to participate in this pilot 
survey under the conditions described above is 
understood by your completing the questionnaire and 
submitting it to the researcher. Do not complete 
the questionnaire or return it if you do not agree 
to these conditions. 
Please take part in this study by completing and 
returning the questionnaire, together with your comments, 
as soon as possible. I thank you very much for your 
assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Jon L. Bryan 
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APPENDIX D 
LETTER TO NON-RESPONDENTS 
122 
Dear Colleague, 
Recently you were asked to complete a questionnaire 
regarding flight student training progress in 
postsecondary aviation programs. 
I have been a teacher for several years and can 
appreciate the many demands that you have upon your time. 
I am also aware of the frequency that you are called upon 
to complete survey instruments. Now, more than ever, as 
a graduate student I can appreciate the contribution made 
by those who take the time to respond. 
I have attached a copy of the survey cover letter and 
survey instrument for your convenience. I would 
sincerely appreciate your taking a few minutes of your 
valuable time to complete the instrument and return it to 
me in the enclosed stamped and self-addressed envelope. 
Your response, combined with those of other aviation 
educators who have already returned their questionnaire, 
will benefit my study. 
Thank you for your consideration and time. 
Sincerely, 
Jon L. Bryan 
APPENDIX E 
CORRELATIONS 
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Variables Correlated at the 5% Level 
Correlation P value 
Q2 with Q5 0.3767 0.0117 
Q2 with Q14 -0.4142 0.0052 
Q3 with Q14 0.3706 0.0133 
Q5 with Q7 0.2974 0.0499 
Q6 with Q7 -0.3787 0.0112 
Q6 with Qll 0.4687 0.0013 
Q6 with Q13 0.4847 0.0009 
Q6 with Q14 0.3085 0.0416 
Q7 with Q12 -0.3536 0.0185 
Q8 with Q13 -0.2996 0.0482 
Q9 with Q10 -0.6383 0.0000 
Q9 with Q13 0.3510 0.0195 
Qll with Q13 0.5582 0.0001 
Q12 with Q15 -0.3241 0.0319 
Q12 with Q18 0.3390 0.0244 
Q15 with Q16 -0.3503 0.0198 
Q19 with Q2 0 0.4350 0.0032 
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